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ELIZABETH Vv. DISNEY, CLARA FOX ~VILSqN, (. ·:::t 
. CLARA WILSON ECK AND LITTELL · · 
WILSON, Appellants, . .,., 
versus 
RUTH TANNER WILSON, SOPHIE H. WILSON, IN nt~'. 
OWN RIGHT AND AS EXECUTRIX OF THE ESTATE; 
OF WINS F. ,vILSON, DECEASED, J. L. LAND~.~ .. · 
SUBSTITUTED TRUSTEE, UNDER THE LAST ·wrtL. 
AND TESTAMENT OF NORVEL KNOX WILSON/D:EJ-: 
CEASED, KURTZ ,vILSON, ·DAISY WILSON ItE)E,~;~ 
A. HAMILTON WILSON, MARGARET EDELIN Wiu.;· 
$ON, AND FRANCES.WILSON' DOWDY, Appellees~ .··. ··· .. 
. . "(' .; 
PETITION FOR APPEAL. 
!· ! ... 
~. 
1'o the Honorable Justices. of the Supreme Court of .A.ppeaJ.{ .--~~·· 
of Virginia: . _: ! :·'. , 
Your petitioners, Elizabeth ·,v. Disney, Clara Fox Wilson;' 
Clara Wilson Eck and Littell WilsQn, appellants, respectful]y 
represent that they are aggrieved by a final decree and orde.-r 
of the Circuit Court of Hanover County, Virginia, entered 
on the 12th day of October, 1948, in ~he chancery cause there-: 
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia .... " 
in pending, wherein Elizabeth W. Disney, Clara Fox Wilson, 
Clara Wilson Eck· and Littell Wilson, were the defend-
2• ants, and J. L. Landrum,, .•Substituted Trustee, et als., 
were the plaintiffs, whereby it was adjudged, . ordere~ 
and decreed that the will of Norvel Knox Wilson provided 
for and created a tenancy for life in all his estate in his widow, 
the appellee, Ruth Tanner Wilson, and an indefeasible vested 
remainder in fee simple in the whole in his brother, Wins F. 
Wilson, and that upon the death of Wins F. Wilson, such 
remainder passed pursuant to the provisions of the will of the ' 
latter, and is now vested in the appellee, Sophie H. Wilson, 
and dismissing the cross-bill of appellants. The said decree 
and order of October 12, 1948, were entered over the objec-
·tions of the appellants. The appellees, J. L. Landram, Sub-
stituted Trustee under the . will of N orvel Knox Wilson, de-
ceased, Ruth Tanner Wilson, S9phie H. Wilson, Daisy Wil-
son Keen, Frances Wilson Dowdy, are residents of Virginia, 
and Kurtz Wilson, A. Hamilton ,vilson, and Margaret Evelin 
Wilson are- non-residents of Virginia. A transcript of the 
record accompanies ·this petition. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS. 
I 
. Norvel Knox Wilson, hereinafter called testator, died Sep-
tember 6, 1939. His will, dated July 29, 1907, was probated· 
September 12, 1939, in the Circuit Court of Hanover County, 
.Virginia, and recorded in Will Book 5, page 129 (R., p. 9). 
Under the provisions of his will, h.e bequeathed and devised 
his property in trust for his wife, Ruth Tanner Wilson, here-
inafter called widow, who is still living, for life, and upon her 
death, to his mother, Sarah B. Wilson, who is now deceased, 
for life. Then follows this provision of the will : 
'' (3) Upon the death of both my wife and my. mother, or 
the survivor of them, or should neither of them •survive 
3*' me, then· I direct that all of my said estate shall be 
divided between my brother, Wins F. Wil~on, and my sis-
ter, Lily Wilson Hamberlin, and should either my said ~ister, 
or my brother not survive me, my wife and my mother, then 
all of my said estate shall go to such surviving brother (Wins 
F. Wilson) or sister (Lily Wilson Hamberlin) to be held in 
fee simple" (R., p. 8). 
The testator's mother, Sarah B. Wilson, and his sister, Lily 
Wilson Hamberlin, predeceased the testator, the former hav-
ing died on March 15, 1928, and the latter May 7, 1938. Wins 
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~,. Wilson, testator's brother, survived the testator, but died 
o~ March 6, 1945. The testator's .widow, .. .Ruth Tinner "\Vil-
sont the life tenant, is still living. A.t the time of· testato;i;'s· 
•ath, he was survived by his said wife, two brothers, on~f~f ;, 
~om was Wins F. Wilson, ·a sister, and the children of t'wo·~,--
deceased brothers, one of whose children and the sole heir 
of a deceased child, are among the appellants. 
Over the objection of the appellants, whose co.ntention· was, .. 
~nd is, that the will is plain on its face and requires no out-
side evidence, Sophie H. Wilson, one of the appellees, took 
, the testimony of Ruth Tanner Wilson, widow of testator, H. D . 
. Faison, a business associate, and J. L. Landram, the Sub-
~tituted Trustee (R., p. 38). The testimony of the widow, Ruth 
·T~nner Wilson (R., p. 39), may be 'summarized briefly by say~ 
iug that she stated that her deceased husband saw more of 
Ms brother, Wins F. "\Vilson, than he did of the others·; that he 
and Wins were unusually devoted; that both Wins F. Wilson 
~nd the testator contributed tQ the support of the family of 
Ernst Wilson, who was the father of the appella:t;1Js, after the· 
death of Ernst Wilson; that testator's sister, Mrs} Hamberlin, 
was at the home of Wins F.' Wilson at the time· of her death. 
She also stated- that her *husband was not a visitor, but 
4* visited very rarely except to see his mother. 
The testimony of H. D. Faison (R., p. 77), who is con-
nected with the Richmond Broom Company, which allegedly 
was owned by Wins F. Wilson and the testator, was that the, 
testator and Wins F. Wilson were pretty close, as clo~e as· 
two could be; that the testator and Wins F. Wilson owned 
the Richmond Broom Company equally, but that now it is a 
partnership in which Faison owns :fifty per cent, Sophie H.· 
Wilson, twenty-five per cent, and the estate of the testator 
owns twenty-five per cent. 
The Substituted Trustee (R., p. 89) testified as to the agree-· 
ment concerning the Richmond B.roo:rp Company and stated 
that he had never heard testator mention any members of 
his family except Wins F. Wilson, whom he mentioned quite 
often. He further stated that the question as to the title·. 
1o the, real estate, as set. forth in the bill of complaint, was 
Taised by him, after talking with other lawyers as to the 
~onstruction of the will of the testator. 
PROCEEDINGS IN T.HE CASE. 
On the 9th day of August, 1946, the Substituted Trustee· 
under the last will and testament of N orvel Knox Wilson de-· 
ceased,. hereinafter called the testator, filed a bill of chancery 
. r,·,.-_.,, • 
i/~ 
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in which he stated that the testator had an estate or the net 
value of $95,000.00, together with certain real estate therein 
set forth; tha~ said conveyances were made under the assump-
tion that .it was thought that Wins F. Wilson was entitled t» 
the remamder of. the estate of testator after the death of tes-
. ta tor's.wife, Ruth Tanner Wilson, the life tenant. The Sub-
stituted Trustee set forth *tha't he had an offer for a par-
5• .eel of lan<;l in the City of Richmond and that a'''doubt has: 
been ~"Ip;essed as to the interest of the estate of Wins F. 
Wilson,::: deo~!),sed, in the said lot, and whether a conveyance-
by the substituted trustee of the estate of Norvel Knox Wil-
son; deceased, united in by the life tenant, Ruth Tanner Wil-
son, 'and the beneficiary under the will· of Wins F. Wilson, 
deceased, Sophie H. Wilson, will convey a good marketablC' 
title to the said lot or parcel of land". The Substituted Trus-
tee set forth the material provision of the will and asked 
the Court to construe the will of the testator and to deter-
mine the title to the real estate for which the Substituted 
Trustee had an offer (R., p. 2). • 
~ Ruth Tanner Wilson, wiqow of the testator, :filed an an-
swer in which she stated that she was the life tenant under 
the testator's will, but adding that in the event it was judi-
cally determined that the testator died intestate with respect 
to 11is remainder, then as his widow she was entitled to dower 
rights in all the real estate of which he died seized, and also 
as his sole heir-at-law, to all the personalty of which be died 
seized.and joined in the prayer in the bill for the construction 
of the will. (R. p., 14.) 
To this bill Sophie H. Wilson, sole legatee and devisee of 
Wins F. Wilson, deceased, filed an answer in which she stated 
that the real estate conveyed to Ruth Tanner Wilson was a 
gift and, therefore, Ruth Tanner Wilson is estopped from 
denying that Wins F. ·wnson held a vested remainder in the 
residuary estate of the testator. She further contended that 
she was entitled to a vested \·emainder in the net estate of the 
testator after the death of the testator's widow, the lifo 
6• tenant, wbicl1 vested *remainder passed to her as execu-
trix of the will of her husband and to which she is bene-
ficially entitled· in her own rig·ht and as sole residuary bene-
ficiary under her husband's will, and that Ruth Tanner Wil-
son, testator's widow, has, by joining in the deed of the real 
estate, acq"Qiesced in this construction. (R. p., 15.) 
Appellants, who are among the heirs-at-law of the testator, 
:filed an answer and cross-bill in which they contended that 
there is a net estate of greater value than set forth in the 
bill of complaint; that tho·se who made the conveyances of the 
E.W. Disney, et als., v. R. T: Wilson, et als. 5 
real estate had no right to make them; and that the intar~st 
of Wins F. Wilson was onlv that of an heir-at-law 0£ the teg.;. 
. fator. (R.;p. 18.) ~ . · ·.· · . 
In their cross-bill, appellants alleged that the trustee unde:t 
tbe testator's.will was required to pay the net income from· 
the trust estate to the testator's widow, the life tenant, Ruth 
Tanner Wilson. The life tenant having survived the testa ... 
tor's mother, Sarah B. Wilson, his sister, Lily Wilson Baro- -
berlin, and his brother, Wins ~..,. ·wnson, the appellant~ and 
other heirs-at-law of the testator are entitled to his estate. 
The appellants furthet requested that all sales and co.nv~y~ 
ances made by Wins F. Wilson, now deceased, individrtallf 
and as executor or as trustee, be cancelled, annulled and" sef 
aside; that the same be true as. to Sophie H. Wilson, individL· 
ually, as :well as sole beneficial'y or executrix under the wil\ 
of her husband, Wins F. Wilson; that the same be true as''to· 
Ruth Tanner Wilson, widow of testator, and also as to J. L; 
Landram, substituted trustee under testator's will. · 
Appellants also prayed for an accounting· of the estate 
7* and that *appellants and other heirs-at-law be declared 
as entitled to share in the· estate of the testator ;\that any 
conveyances made of the property were without aut~ority. 
Appellants also joined in the prayer that the Court const:n1e 
the will of testator; that the acts _of the substituted tru~t~e. 
be surcharged and falsified and that the matter be referred: 
to a commissioner in chancery to ascertain the estate of the 
testator, Norvel Knox Wilson. · · · 
Answers to the cross-bill were filed as follows: 
1. J. L. Landram, Substituted Trustee under the last wiU 
and testament of N orvel Knox ·wnson, deceased, denied all 
the allegations and requested proof. (R. p., 27.) .. 
2. Sophie H. Wilson, widow of Wins F. Wilson, deceased~; 
alleged that she was entitled to· the entire estate subject to. tlie~ 
life estate of Ruth' Tanner ·wnson, widow of the test~tor; 
(R., p. 25.) . 
3. Ruth Tanner Wilson alleged ·that she was a life tem.{nt;: ' 
but that if the Court concluded that the testator died ·in.; 
testate that under the statue of descents and distributions she· 
succeeded to the entire pen;onal estate of the testator. (~-i 
p. 24.) ·,, 
After the filing of these answers to the cross-bill, appellant~. 
(R., p. 30) moved the Court to strike out the answers on tliC: 
foil owing grounds : · : · 
1. That Sophie H. ·wnson, widow of Wins F. Wilson, de.!.: 
I 
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~eased, attempted to set up a freehold estate contrary to the 
will of testator. 
· 2. That the testator's widow, Ruth Tanner Wilson, sought 
to establish an estate in herself greater than that devised to 
lier without having renounced testator's will. . 
· , 3. That the contingencies as to the .fee simple estate 
s• never •having occurred and being impos~ible of happen-
., : ~g, the heirs-at-law, including the appellants, are the fee 
simpl~ owners of the testator's est;:ite. 
'. ~~s·motion was overruled as to the appellants to which ac-. 
tion the appellants excepted and objected to the taking by the 
appellee, Sophie H. Wilson, widow of Wins F. Wilson, de-
~·eased, ·of depositions as directed by the trial court. (R., p. 
a~.) .. 
, 1 A· stipulation was entered into by counsel concerning the 
tµri.e of births and deaths of various members of the fami1y. 
of testator. (R., p. 34.) ·: 
Appellants took 110 testimony but, over the objection of the 
appellants, depositions were taken by the appellee, Sophie H. 
Wilson. (R., p. 38.) 
ASSIGNMENTS OF ERROR. 
' 
. The Court erred in entering the final decree of October 12, 
1948, in which the Court held that testator's will created a 
tenancy for life in all liis estate in his widow and an inde-
feasible vested remainder in fee simple in the whole in his 
brother, Wins F. Wilson, which passed under the latter's will, 
. and is now vested in Sophie H. Wilson, his widow, for the fol-
· lowing reasons : 
1. Wins F. Wilson and Lily Wilson Hamberlin, testator's 
brother and sister, not having survived the testator's widow, 
the testator's property reverted to the heirs-at-law living at 
the time of the death of the testator. 
· 2. The will being plain on is face, no outside evidence was 
admissible. 
· -3. The testator's widow forfeited her life estate which be-
came a part of the reversion, because she has received a part 
of the inheritance belong'ing · to the heirs-at-law of the 
9• testator, and is attempting· to obtain *an interest greater 
than a life estate in testator's estate, and, in addition 
thereto, she has by other acts asserted an interest greater 
than a life estate. 
4. Even though it pe assumed that the testator's widow has 
nQ__t forfeited. her life estate, she has no interest in testator's 
E.W. Disney, et al~,.v. R. T. Wilson, et als. .7. 
estate except as a beneficiary for µfe of the trust estate since. 
she did not renounce testator.'s will. 
ARGUMENT. 
The question presented in this case is the proper constnic ...... 
tion of the holographic will of the testator, Norvel Kn9'x Wil- · 
son, dated July 28, 1907, and probated September_ 12, 1939, 
which reads as follows: · · · 
: . . .. . : :\ 
'' I, N orvel Knox ·wnson, considering the uncertainty of_ 
life, do hereby ·make this my last will & testament, !!evoking 
all others made by me at any .time. 
(1) 
"I direct that all my just debts shall be paid. 
(2) .. 
. ''I hereby give, devise and· bequeath all my estate, real, 
personal and mixed, of every nature and ·kind to my brother. 
,vins F. Wilson, Trustee., to be. held by him upon the fqllow- 1 
ing trust: 
. "(1) To pay all the rents, .. issues and profits thereof to my 
dear wife, Ruth Tanner ·wnson, for and during her natural 
life, and, . . . 
'' (2) Upon the death of my said wife, or should she not sur- .· . , . ·- t 
vive me, then to pay said rents, issues and profits to my d~~:· -,, ~ _f: 
mother, Sarah B. \\Tilson, for and during 'her natural:life/ -:-~/,\ 
:and, . 1 . · . :/\}P1 
'' (3) Upon the death of both my wife and my moth~t,:·~~::\i~ 
the survivor of them, or should neither of them surviv.~~~~{. ;{t~:-= 
then I direct that all of my said estate shall be divid~tW~:~{l~\? · 
tween my brother, Wins F. Wilson, and my sister~ Lilyf:!Wli;if:,;t: 
son Hamberlin, and should either my said sister, o:r':\nijf,-, · 
brother not survive me, my wife and my mother, then:·a;Jr o.f 
my said estate shall go to such surviving brother (W~ns F . 




' 'I hereby ·appoint my said brother, Wins F. Wilson, eX· 
ecutor of this will, and direct that no security shall be re-
quired of him as such. 
8- .. Supreme Court of Appeals of Virfiniar 
< ''Wholly written with my own hand, and signed by me at 
Richmond, Va. this twenty nineth day of July, Nineteen bun-
··· : . ~!ed and seven. \ · · · 
::. .... 
/s/ NORVEL KNOX WILSON-(Seal) 
1 
•JIJ'3n 20th, 1926. '' 
. . ... +. ~· 
lt-"i~': the view of the appellants that the will of the testator,. 
quoted above, created an estate as follows : 
To the testator's widow for Iif~, then to his mother for life,. 
with the remainder in fee to his brother, Wins, and sister., 
Lily, or their survivor, should they survive the testator, his 
wife and his mother. 
To state the matte~· legally, the will vested the estate in 
testator's brother and sister upon the death of testator's wife 
and mother, subject to be defeated in the event test~tor 's 
brother or sister failed to survive the life tenants. Thus the-
•. will created a defeasible fee in 'the remainder. 
. Therefore, in the case at bar, the life tenant having out-.· 
lived the brother and sister, the estate reverted by operation 
of law to the heirs at law of the testat~r living at the time of 
the testator's death. 
The nearest approach to a will of similar purport and 
analogous to the will in this case is the recent Kentttckv case 
of Kurrie v. Kent1.wky Trost Company (1946), 302 Ky. 
11• 592, 194 S. vV! (2d) 638, in which the will •contained a 
provision, similar to the one in the Wilson will, which · 
reads as follows : 
'' (B) The one-fourth thereof is to be held in trust by the 
Louisville Trust Company of Louisville, Kentucky, and the 
income therefrom is to be paid to·my niece, Mary Y. Bedinger, 
for and during her lifetime., said income to be paid to her 
a:nnually and at her death this bequest so devised to her is 
to be equally divided among the following:· My sister, Jose-
phine Young, my nephew, Robert M. Mann and my nephew,. 
Robert H. Young, share and share alike, and if either of the 
above named should die before Mary Y. Bedinger, the said 
decedent's share is to be equally divided among the sur-
vivors.'' 
In passing on the provisions of the will, the Kentuckv Court 
. used the following language ( p. 639) : . .. 
' ' The life tenant, Mary Y. Bedinger, outlived all the re-
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:mamdermen, who died in tlris orile·r: Josephine Young,.Je;s,-
tate, Robert H. Young and Rol>erl.·M. l\tfann, both in~te. 
The- Kentucky Title Company nec~c:ded the Louisville:~ 
Company as trnstee and instifntoo this deelaratoey jn~~t 
action against the heirs of the, testator amt the hmrs. oJt\::QHt 
two remainderme:n who died intestate and. the devis:ee: of: the 
one whl!> left a wil]l, f'oir a cons1Lrll'c1ii<lJ'l1 o,f the will of. :Mr~~ 
th011 Y Olil!ng, and as to wbat d'iisJl'osition fo make of ~~: 
$21,000.00· left in trust 1rnder ' Cmn:se lJ,. of tire ninth: :m*' 
graph thereof. 
"'·The eh:a:neeUor held that the filftree re:maindermen took. a 
vested interest under 'Clause :B.'· of paFagraph 9 which w.wi 
not defeated l>y the de-afh of the life tenant, and that. pa;.t 
0f the . estate covered bv 'Cfaase. B' was held. hv the: ihir• 
vemaincilerme:n nbsomtely ruid. in e€Jlla] portions af their d~ 
and went to the· heirs of .fJre two dying intestn te and t® · fl.i.ie 
tlevisee of the third, who left a w.m. 
"'Even a caS1:Ea] reading of 'Cla11:s-e B" sbows that the j~dg-
ment of the chameell~1· is· errone&li5·. Tha:t clause comairm 
this Jan,gl!lag•e: 'If eifirey of the al>eve. IJ1affif!d (the .remm:nd~--
Jlnen )' sl~~uld die before Ma-ry Y. lBedi.ng.e-r~ Ure said decedenifs· 
share i·s to be eqlil•ally divided am(!)IJ)!g tthe survivors.~ .,J&.~.:.. 
phine Young- died firs.t, f 6Ilowed by ·Jlo:oert H. Yotr!ng ~d Wlte .. 
lla:st fo die· was: :Robert l\il. )fa.En·. 'Fh:as, even under tl;le· e:ir..:.· 
ro:neo:ms C(!)nstmietoo:Fl o:ff the, chamceflo-r· we are at. a Joss; :.ilQ· 
Ull'lders.tandl h©i\V Tue annrivedi at the etm!Clusi©'Jl drat eacJ:r ooi .~)h~: 
1-e-ma~ncl:eir:mrueJ1t took un:t:ler tthe will, rather than fo have !.~~ 
it aU went te, the Iasi.t survi,ving remaindermian. 
12• •"-Thie, heirs ef the testa_tov, Meranctilon: Yot'ffi~. pr.~ .. _ 
eute tMs ap.peal mud 1111:srst. tl'lat the de,vis·e, to th-e ~~ee-. 
1~emaiinde·iru1.e-11, wa:s: defeated lhy tn·eir death prior to thafi, ~ 
1r1'te life tenam1t1, an€] that Hnde-, I'iRS 394.500, this I~psed legacy: 
. passe~l as: im ease- of intestacy,. since there was no eonifu:~· 
it1fontfo.m .. a1ppemring fo Mr. Y0rmg"s, will .. It is the eonten!f!i~· 
of aipp.eHees~ who are- the heirs. and t]J'e· devi,se·es; of th~ tnnre-e·: 
1~91miirnrle-1·me11t, that th;e estate the latte1r took tmd'er ,·ci-~ · 
B' was MV<n~ defeated antl tTue, ehamcelfor c·enrreeitl'y or.dlene~. 
the property cliistriTuu:ted t<!), tliem, tFtere· Toeing .. ID.'& eoni:rovel!H!-Jf:· 
alllll10ng them. . · 
"'.As· we- 1reacill the, briefs:, the·re· a'lopears· t0 Tue 'flio e:o.ntl~eiii 
b~r.ween the tJar.ties: tJrait the pTain }language 111sed &;y fesfa~<01?' 
in "<Clause B' veste<ili this trllls.t £trnd in the- three: rem:ai11~-
men: upon the· deaflh 0£ testa:t0r, S11bjeet to the llife estafei -@df 
~a;1ry Y .. :&clinger., and'. s1mbjeet to- be· defeated _in ·Ute: e-venifi 
the remaindermen failed to survive her. 'Fl!t:ms: filie, wiiliF 
c11eated ai de:feasible· fee· in the remafoder; Gm'!f VJ., Greeg~ 30@· 
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e.state may be created in personal as well as in real property. 
Skerl13y v. Sherley, 192 Ky. 122, 232, S. W. 53 . 
. ''But appellees insist there are two conjunctive contin-;-
gencies expressed in the will to defeat the fee created., and 
that under the authority of Carrol v. Carroll's Ex'r., 248 Ky! 
386, 58 .s. W. (2d) 670, both contingencies must happen-to de-
fe~t the fee. They have correctly stated the rule, but have 
failed to point out the double contingencies. There is but 
one contingency contained in 'Clause B' which is that the 
remaindermen must survive .the life tenant, otherwise the fee 
. is defeated. Appellees state the two contingencies thus: 
,:First, that the. remaindermen should die before the tenant, 
and second, that one or more of the other remaindermen 
·should survive the life tenant and that there· would be a sur-
vivor among the remaind.ermen, who should outlive the life 
tenant'. It is evident this is but stating a single contingency, 
:first in negative form and then in positive form. 
'' Appellees next urge_ with ·great earnestness the presump-
tion of law against partial intestacy, citing Bchiedel v. 
· Murphy's Ex'r., 300 Ky. 341, 188 S. 1,V. (2d) 468, saying if 
the will .did not dispose of the trust· fund, part of it would, 
go to testator's heirs named in the .eighth paragraph-the 
. very thing testator sought to avoid. · 
13• •" It is true the legal presumption is against partial 
intestacy; also, that the cardinal rule used in the con-
struction of wills is to arrive at the intention of the testator 
from the will as a whole. But as we have so many times 
written: . 'The question in each case is not, "What did the 
testator mean or intend to say?" but, ''What is meant by what 
he said Y" ' Fowler v. Me14cer's Ex'r., 170 Ky. 353, 185 S. W. 
-1.117, 1119; Wright v. Singleton, 190 Ky. 657, 228 S. W. 38. 
''There can be no doubt that the clear language used here 
by testator in the residuary part of his will created a de.,. 
feasible fee. When that fee was defeated by the death of 
the remaindermen before that of the life tenant, the devise was 
' i,ncapable of taking· effect and this lapsed legacy passed as 
in case of intestacy to testator's heirs. KRS 394.500; Chris-
man v . .Allman, 302 Ky. 144, 194 S. Vv. (2d) 175. 
''.The testator' did not inhibit any of his estate from going 
t,9 either of the persons named in paragraph 8. On the con-: 
trary, he gave as tbe reason that he devised nothing to them 
was because he kuew bountiful provision already had been 
made for the~. Under KRS 394.500 the lapsed legacy must 
descend as in case of intestacy to the heirs at law of testator, 
Melanctlion Young. · 
"The judgment is reversed and another will be entered fo 
the e:ff~ct. that Melancthon Young died intestate as to the 
. ' 
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trust fund covered by 'Clause B' in the ninth paragraph of. 
his will and it will direct the fund to be distributed among. 
testator's heirs at law as of Feb. 11, 1924, th~ date of his 
death.'' \ 
Tbe Virginia statute concerning lapsed legacies, :~eeti~n ' 
5227,. is of like purport with the Kentucky statute,-- ·KRs. 
394.500, which latter· reads as follows·: 
"Unless ~ contrary intention appears from willi real ·or · 
personal estate, comprised in a devise incapable· ·of· taking 
effect, shall not be included in the residuary devise contained i:n the will, but shall pass as in ·case of intestacy." · 
The provision of the will, Clause B in the Kentucky Case; · 
is almost identical with the provision of Clause -a. of.th~ Wtl- · 
son will in the case at bar, and the Kentucky Court entered an 
. order ordering distribution .among testator's heirs -at ~aw.· as 
of the date of the death of testator.· In addition thereto that 
Court used language which we repeat here for the sake of· 
emphasis: 
14:it •"There is but one contingency c·ontained in 'Clause 
B' which is that .the remaindermen must survive the 
life tenant, otherwise the fee is defeated. * ~ • Ther.e can )le 
,,: no doubt that the clear language used here by testator in the. 
residuary part of his will created a defeasible fee." 
Thus the Kentucky Court has stated in clear language the· 
exact contentions as to the law which counsel for the appel-
lants have sought to set forth, as expressed in Farrar v. 
Pemberton (1930), 154 Va. 61, 152 .. S. E. 339; People's Nat. 
Bank v. Crickenberger (1932), 159 Va. 264, 165 S. E. 412; 
and Trice v. Powell (1937), 168 Va. 397, 191 S. E. 758. 
VIRGINIA DOCTRINE. 
As stated in 1 Minor on Real Property ( 1st Ed.), Sec~. 807 · 
a~800: . 
"Sec. 807. Na.fure of a Reversion. 
"A reversion is the remnant of an estate continuing in 
the grantor undisposed of, after the grant of a part of his 
interest It differs from a remainder in that it arises by act · 
of the law, whereas a remainder is by act of the parties. A 
reversion, moreover, is the remnant left.in .the grantor, whil~t , 
'-~ 
112 S'uiooreme~ Cesri oi' Ap,peail$ af ·Vi:ttgm.it 
;&· r~ isi Ute ttemrum·t <l>i ~ wPtoo:e ~e di.s,p@s'e1il! <Di',, 
a.fter ~. ~e~: pt.Wt 0'f 1lhe S32llllre ·:&nas: beeiiJi givem. awruy. ]t 
· is cailil.ed & n~ersiioilt ft"Cml. t.lna iretu.mirnr.g of the 1!am:l!.' to tt1te 
possession of the grantor or his heirs, after the estate gnmied 
is ended.••~ 
''·Ff.'QII1 a~ :ntwre 0.f: a ~~~1rsi8m it. is ~hviious,.. as: has,: lbeen 
said,, t~· iit iis 1lt.lCJbt <tiea:ted.,. lhut; ariseS: bw e0IDstlmction ©flaw,. 
.and that it supposes toot it]J.-e,\ g!J!Ott0Jl!' has not:. palrtedi wi-t1Jh 
his whole.estate.'' 
. i, ~ •. 1q1. /'. 'ji4e11e1rsi:ans-. FJiSJtingwiiske:tl fr,r@m. R:ff111(1,i'11AJWs •. 
..:•.(' 
'' • •··~· By a irtm'ilainde.r a;, new-1ii1tle, is: ereai.irefL\ Ube i:em:aiiwlller'"" 
man taking by purchase, while the reversioner merely re-
tams. @$ &.l!di tiifile.,. .. with it&. prlv.ile.ge.s ana:d bmclieiis" moclffifiecl 
on]y, by tJn..e.: :ffu..et that he htts g.,ii:veru up the: ilmmediat&. p(l}sses-
sian and e-nj$yment 0ifi- 1Ih-e: p.ir<lpelrly t(j)\ Ure tenal!llt. of the par-
tic'tiar estate .. 
lla;•; .,,~his ·gi~s; m,se to dififferences;. ill! ire.s}l)ect o:i' the· 
me~s, of: mes<eent~ at eo.mmom limw., of a. re.v.ersiom and. ai 
remainder, respectively; and in respect of their liaibmt.y. :fo.r 
, the grantor's debts.'' 
. 'Fh.e- a-ssigp.m.en.ts 0ii er~or wilh nGMt bei eonsideredi se'l!mfini = 
1 .. Wioz,s, 'Ji! •. Wills@ni.: alfllUJ.. b,1lg, W~n 'Jif«m:1,b,e11liffll,.. t([Sta/ion·7s 
brother fllf!i/l,. sis:b~-,. 1w}J. k(Jll)Viilg SfU'1Vioe.d like fie:s'ftafu1r''s' wiJ@w ,. 
the testator's property· reverted to the heirs-at-law living at 
th~ t~ <tl t'he: rJ.~sfhJ. ofi fk.e: fiemwbor_ 
In th.e- ease: at 'ba:r- it mi:ght. be, said{ that liad testato.r l!ef t 
tile.. rem~11 01 l!ri.s; estate. afte:r 1ihe ffl:eath of his: wif·e, 1tb:e-
liie teunt,, ta· his: b!'oth'er,. WiDB·,. am.d ~ sister.,: Lily,, o:u· the· 
survivo.ar fbnevet, he w.auJ.di have c:vooted: a vested remaiin<ifui: 
in the survivor, but he did not do this. Indeed., testator left 
his estate to a certaioit JPe~son om aertarlin persons upon tl)e 
1 happening of a certain event which occasioned a gap or lapse 
tienehy, vesti.:n:g m tlw. testarff<l>r;. 0r his hefa:s; at. Yaw m rever-
sion subject to being defeated upon the contingencr w.hieh 
was attached to the vesting of the estate of testator in his 
brother, Wins. · 
The first expression of this Court on the subject, which we 
halve- 1,~ able te1 faad-, iis, i:rt th"& ease, @f' Jif ow}w!l!t v;~. (J.·all&.th:arn? 
10.0 Va. 049i, 65ili : 
''Tru the: ease- ain ban the~ lang.~~, of' the guam.rf:ov m per-
feetLy clea:r,: lea.v.ing no, noom: fo:1r question or donbt aS? to. its 
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meaning and purpose. After carving out the life estate in 
favor of Lucy Ann Thomas, the remainder is given to the 
children 'living at the. death of the said Lucy Ann Thomas', 
and if there be no such child 01· children, nor the descendants 
of any such 'living at t11e death of the said Lucy Ann Thomas', 
then over. This lang:uag-e is too plain for construction.· In 
express terms the period of survivorship is fixed at the 
16• death of Lucy Ann *Thomas, the life te~ant. It is mani:. 
fest that the remainderrnen, who are to take after the 
termination of tlie life estate, cannot be known or asce;rtained 
until the life tenant is dead, for it is not g·iven to ·man, to 
know who will survive a future event, itself, in point of time, 
the most -uncertain of all events. It is therefore clear that 
the appellant bas 110 interest under the deed in question dur:. 
ing the lifetime of her mother., Lucy Ann, but a contingent 
remainder. Her interest is dependent upon the condition· 
precedent that she survive the life tenant. She may, ther·e~. 
fore, never have an interest in the subject, for if the life ·ten 
ant should survive lier, the estate would pass to others whose 
identity cannot be now known or determined. . · 
"The only way in which the remainder in favor of appellant 
could be considered vested would be by construing the words 
of survivorship ('living at the death, etc.') as creating a con:. 
.dition subsequent, instead of precedent, this latter bei~g 
plainly the nature of the condition in the case at bar, both 
on principle and authority. Very often a remainder will be 
construed to be a vested estate upon a condition subsequent 
liable to be divested by the happening of the contingency~. 
rather than declare it to be a contingent remainder, as it would 
be if the condition were precedent. Graves on Real Prop:-
erty, page 194, note. '' 
In concluding its opinion the Court has this to say (p. 657)_: 
''Inasmuch as Lucy Ann Thomas, the life tenant in the case· 
at bar, is still living; and J. ,valker Thomas, the brother of-
the appellant, is still lhring, it follows, in the light of the 
foregoing authorities, that · the appellant lias a contingent 
remainder in one moiety of the land mentioned.,. subject to be 
defeated by her death in the liftime of Lucy Ann Thomas,. 
when the interest would pass under the deed to others.'' 
In passing it may be said tlmt the foregoing case is cited 
favorably in the outstanding case on this subject, . Oopen-
lu11Ver v. Pendleton, 155 Va. 463,499, 155 S. E. 802, 77 A. L. R. 
324, hereinafter referred to as tl1e Copenhaver Case. 
In ~he Copenhaver Case, the testator by bis will devised 
S~preme Court of Appeals of ·y'irginia 
his farm to his son-in-law in trust for the son-in-law's 
1T' ·wife, testator's *daughter, for life and her children, if 
any, at her death. The daughter died childless, leaving 
a will devising the farm to her husband and sisters. The 
grandchildren of the testator claimed the property contend-
ing they had a reversionary interest which passed by inheri-
tance immediately upon the testator's death to his then heirs 
at law. The Court upheld their contention. The Court said 
(p. 498): 
"However, as we have before indicated, we are of opinion 
that, there remained, after the devises made in paragraph 7 
of the will of. James vV. Sheffey, a reversion, and ·not a pos-
sibility of a reverter. ' 
''Some of the cases and authorities take the view tllat such 
a devise to a trustee is a conveyance of a fee def easible which 
vests in the trustee the whole _estate in fee subject only to the 
possibility of a reverter upon the failure of the contingency 
upon which the remainder is limited (Buck v. Lantz, 49 Md. 
445; 1 Tiffany on Real Prop. 1920 Ed., Sec. 141 ;· but we think 
that the correct view is that the estate devised to Henry B. 
' Haller in trust was not an estate in fee, but an estate for life 
or lives; i. e., for the life of Mrs. Haller, and then for his life, 
if he survived his wife. 
"The terms of the trust estate devised was limited, we 
think, by the terms of the devise itself, to determine upon 
the death of Mr. or Mrs. Haller, whichever was the latter 
survivor; for the testator expressly declares: 'My intention 
is that the said Henry B. Haller shall hold the said tract of 
land upon the trust herein declared during his life if my 
daughter, Virginia, should leave a child or children at her 
death, or during her life if she should die without children or 
descendants.' But, in addition to this, the purposes of the 
trust are manifestly to be fully accomplished upon the death 
of Mrs. Haller, or her husband, whichever happens later; 
and, where not otherwise provided by express provision or 
by necessary implication, a trust estate is by law limited to 
--- determine upon the accomplishment of the purposes of the 
trust. • • • '' 
"At the time of the death of ,Tames vV. Sheffey, Mrs. 
Haller had had no child born to her, and hence the remainder 
devised to her children., if any, was a contingent remainder 
conditional upon her having children thereafter born to 
18* her. Howbert v. Cauthorn, *100 Va. 649, 42 S. E. 683; 
. Allison v . .Allison, 101 Va. 537, 542, 44 S. E. 904; 63 
L. R. A. 920; Chesapeake &; 0. v. Bra-dford, 6 vV. Va. 220; 
llf ar.ston v. Parrish, Jeff. 1. · 
E. W. Disney, et als., v. R. T. Wilso1_1, et als. 15 
"'Upon a grant or devise of a particular estate li~ited to '/ 
determine upon the happening of an event which is certa,.i;n:fo 
l1appen, with a conting·ent remainder over, there remafos in 
the grantor or devisor a reversion, subject to be defeated 
by the happening of the contingency upon which the remain-
der is conditioned. I Washburn {6th Ed.), Sec. 169; 1 Tif-
fany on Real Prop. ( 1920 Ed.), Sec. 141 ; Fearne, Remainders, 
p. 279, et seq~; Graves, Notes on Real Prop., Sec. 181 ;·l Minor 
on Real Prop, 2nd Ed.), Secs. 758 and 720; 23 R. C. L. 'Re~ 
mainders '., Secs. 55-57, pp. · 518~520; Bigley v. Watson, 98 
Tenn. 353, 39 S. W. 525, 38 L. R. A. 679. '' 
The Copenhaver Case has been frequently cited by this 
Court, the federal courts, other st11te courts, and in at least· 
two notes in American Law Reports. In Bottimore v. First 
and Merchants National Bank, 170 Va. 221, 196 S. E. 59.3, 
which involved the question of the revocation by the ·trustor 
of a trust agreement, in commenting on the Copenhaver Case, 
this Court said ( p. 228) : 
"We think therefore that, in effect, the trustor has merely 
conveyed to the trustee a life interest in the property for 
the benefit of the trustor herself, leaving in the trustor a 
reversion in the property. Copenhaver v. Pendle'ton, 155 Va.·. 
463, 476, 477, 155 S. E. 802, 77 A. L. R. 324; 1 Minor. on Real 
Property, 2nd Ed .. , Secs. 769, 771. Upon the death of the 
trustor, such reversion would pass in accordance with. the 
will of the trustor, if she made a will; if not, to the trustor's 
heirs or next of kin. This is, in effect, the provision of Ar-
ticle IV of the trust agreement. 
"It follows, then that the parties designated in article IV 
acquired no e.state in the trust fund, but merely an expect-
ancy· or possibility of an estate.'' 
In Larkin v. il1Vright, 185 Va. 447, 39 S. E. (2d) 355, a will 
disposed of property to a daughter for life with remainder 
to be divided among such of the other five children as• 
19* survived the life tenant, upon «<condition that the other 
children should provide equally for the support of a 
daughter of the life tenant. Under the same will a g·rand:... 1 
daughter, not the life tenant, was given certain property not 
subject to alienation. This Coµ.rt held that all of the children 
and the grandchild could make a valid conveyance of the 
property to the life tenant who thereby became the absolute· 
own.er of all personal property and the fee simple owner of 
all the real estate of which the testator died seized, because 
~'no one of the five brothers and sisters, to whom the con-
1'6 · . Supreme· Court of Appeals of Virginis 
· tinge~t remainders were devised survived the life tenant,. the 
remainders failed for want of any member of the class to 
t~ke'' (p. 452). In referring to the Copenhaver Case, this 
Court said (p. 453): 
''The· facts in Copenhaver v. Pendleton, 155 Va. 463., 155 
S .. E."802i$}3, 77 A. L. R. 324, 342, were that James W. Shef-fey ia~,a: 'a. certain tract of land to his son-in-law, as trus-
tee, .ill ttust for -his daughter, Virginia W. Haller, for life 
and her children, if any, at her death. The daughter had no 
· issue but made a will devising the real estate to others. In a 
··controversy between the heirs at law· of Jam~s W. Sheffey 
and the devisees of the daughter, it was held that 'Upon a 
grant or devise of a particular estate limited to determine 
upon the happenings of an event which is certain to happen,. 
with a contingent remainder over, there remains in the 
gr an tor or devisor a reversion, subject to be defeated by the 
happening of the contingency upon which the remainder is 
conditioned.' It was further held that this reversion or po8-
sibility of reverter passed, under the statute of descents, to 
the heirs at law determined as of the death of the testator.'' 
In a no.te in 132 A. L. R. 1071, in which the Copenhaver 
Case it cited, we find the following statement (p. 1071): 
'' Accordingly,, it has been held, with rare exception, that 
the heirs or next of kin who .take upon intestacy resulting--
from the failure of a contingent remainder after a life estate 
are to be ascertained as of the date of the testator's death.',. 
20"' *See also Tiffany on Real Property {3rd Ed.), Sec. 
332; Simes-Law of Future Interests, Sec. 727, citing 
Smoot v. Bibb, 124 Va. 28, 97 S. E. 355. In Horne v. Horne,. 
1.81 Va. 685, 26 S. E. (2d) 80, by deed the g-rantor and wife 
reser:ved a life estate for themselves with remainder to their 
two sons for life and after their deaths, to their lawful chil-
dren. This Court said (p. 691): 
" -' The inquiry is, therefore, what did the grantor intend 
by the ~anguage he employed in the creation of the .remain-
ders in '' The Grove", after the expiration of the life estate 
reserved and created by the clause which disposed of that 
. farm f '' The intention of the grantor must· be gathered from 
the language he has seen fit to employ." Wilson v. Lang-
horne (1904), 102 Va. 631, 637;47 S. E. 871, 873.' " 
The Court said again ( p. 695) : 
. I 
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"George R. Horne having died without issue' the estate·s· 
created by the above mentioned deed in his part of 'Th~ 
·Grove' have terminated. 
'' The contingency on the happening of which an estate in 
fee simple was granted therein never occurred and ·is now 
impossible of happening. Therefore, that part of 'The 
Grove' g-ranted to George R. Horne for his life has reverted· 
by operation of law to the estate of the original grantor and· 
has become vested under the residuary clause in the will ~f 
R. R. Horne.'' 
In Rennolds v. Branch, 182 Va. 678, 29 S. E. (2d) 847., this 
Court said (p. 687): 
''In Virginia there are numerous cases in which the gen: 
eral rule regardiJJ.g U1e early vesting of estates has been ~p..: 
plied .. - The most i.·ecent are ,James v. Peoples Nat. B~k; 
178 Va. 398, 17 S. E. (2d) 387, and .America1i Nat. Bank :<1· _ 
.7Tr1N,t Co. v. Herndon, 181 Va. 17, 23 S. E. {2d) 768. 
''We c~mnot undertake to analyze and harmonize all the 
cases. Each case must turn on its own peculiar facts. In. 
those cases in which the vesting of the .estate has been· post-. 
poned until the death of the life tenant or some other event, 
such postponement was clearly indicated in the will and com~ 
pclled by the peculiar language used by the testator. ·· 
21 • *'' The particular language of the testator in this case 
did not require that the is!me of a deceased child should 
·survive Blythe vV. Branch, the life tenant. The issue· did 
not take the estate from their father, John Kerr· Branch, 
they took an original gift from the testator to which ther~ 
was not attached any condition of survivorship of the life_ 
tenant. ,Jmneson v. Jameson's .A.dm'x., 86 Va. 51, 9 S. E. 
480, 3 L. R. A. 773. The1·e were no words of . futurity at-
tached to the substance of the gift to the issue of a deceased: 
child of the testator. Such issue took the estate immediately 
upon the happening of the required event, namely, the death 
of John Kerr Branch. To emphasize, we repeat, they took 
it not from ,J olm Kerr Branch, their father., and -not from 
or through Blythe vV. Branch, their uncle, but they took the. 
estate at that time from the testator. This being true, only· 
the enjoyment of the estate was postponed to a future time. 
,v ords of futurity do not attach to the subsance of the gift. 
'' In speaking of the Vi rgfoia rule and policy regarding the 
early vesting of estates, the learned chancellor concludes: 
" 'It is thought that any other conclusion than that here 
reached and announced would tend to the undermining of 
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· the settled Virginia rule or policy. No jurisdiction has been 
a stronger adherent of this rule than has ours. The suspected 
departure or modification has now in the two more recent 
cases been authoriatively denied and the ancient principles 
again announced with the utmost :firmness and vigor. Sta-' 
hility in doctrine and policy is assuredly desirable. It is 
considered by the Court that this decision hews to the line 
and respects the anci~nt landmarks; that any other would 
encourage the thoug·ht that the vigor of the rule and the 
strength of the policy have been, or are about to be, relaxed 
and weakened.'" 
Continuing {p. 689) : 
"Where an estate cannot be vested at the death of a tes-
tator, as where the gift is to the heirs or next of kin of some 
person other than the testator, the rul~ seems to be ·stated 
with clarity in 69 C. J., Sec. 1200, page 266, in this lauguage: 
'' 'Gifts to Heirs, Next of Kin, Etc. of Third Persons. The 
same general rule a~ applies to a gift to the testator's own 
heirs, next of kin, . or the like has been ,said to be applicable 
where the heirs or next of kin are of another than the testa-
tor, in which case the rule is that the gift refers for 
22• determination of the classe, to the •death of such other 
unless the context of the will clearly manifests a con-
trary intent. • • •' " 
"Under the foregoing rule, there being no contrary intent 
appearing in the will, the estate vested in the issue of John 
Kerr Branch at his death in 1930, at which time John Akin 
Branch, his son, was in being.'' 
It, therefore, seems clear in the lig·ht of the above cases 
that under the will of-Norvel KnE>x ·wnson, in the case at bar, 
there was created a life estate for his wife, with a reversion 
to the testator's heirs at the time of his death. 
'Among the recent decisions from otber states that favor-
ably cite the Virginia doctrine as expressed in the Copen-
haver Case and the Copenhaver Case itself, may be found the 
cases of: Sm,ith v. Glen Alden Coal Co1npany {1943), 32 A. 
(2d) (Pa.) 227,234; Blair v. Sh(llYl,non (1944), 37 A. (2d) (Pa.) 
563,565; Evans v. Safe Deposit and Trust Company of Balti-
more (1948), 58 A. (2d) (Md.) 649, 655. 
2. The will being plain on· its face, no oittside evidence was 
admissible. 
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.As this Court, stated and quoted, in Horne v. Horne, supra: 
'' The intention of the grantor must be gathered from the 
language he has seen fit to employ." 
In Farrar v. Pemberton., 154 Va. 61, 152 S. E. 339, the case-
turned upon the construction of a will which read as follows 
(p. 65): . 
-,~ 
'' 'Third : ] give the house and lot on the west line of First , 
Street, No. 610, purchased by me from Gilbert J. Hunt, front-
ing on First Street twenty-one feet, and, running back be-· 
tween parallel lines, one hundred and thirty-five feet, in fee 
simp]e to Nellie Eugenia Pemberton, if living, or to her is-
sue. And if the said Nellie Eugenia Pemberton shall die 
without issue, then the said. property shall pass in fee 
23• simple to Wallace *Henry Pemberton, if living at the 
death of said Nellie Eugenia, and if he is not the_n liv-
ing· the said property shall pass in fee simple to James Pey-· · 
ronnet Pemberton.'' · 
'' The concluding paragraph of item sixth of the will read. 
as follows: . 
'' 'Should the remainder of th~ property devised in the 
third c]ause of this my will fail to. vest in any of the persons 
named therein by reason of 'the d_eath of all of them, then the 
said property shall be given to the children of Katherin~ 
Peyronnet, widow of my son, Lucien Peyronnet. In no event 
is James T. Pemberton, the husband of Madalen V. Pember-
ton, to have any share in my estate, by the death of hls chil-
dren taking under this will or o tberwis·e.' '' 
This Court held that in the light of Section 5151, Code of 
Virginia, and its decisions., the limitation to Wallace Henry 
Pemberton was contingent upon Nellie Eugenia Pemberton· 
dying without issue, and that the language of the will has 
reference to the death of Nellie Eugenia Pemberton and not 
to the death of the testator. 
This Court said (p. 70): 
'' 'The court should not depart from the plain ·meaning of 
. words to oreate an ambiguity that it may later construe those 
words by certai11, recognized rules of construction. These 
rules are to be invoked only when the words of the testator, 
standing alone, create an ambiguity.' '' 
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·As stated in Searls v. Perry, 184 Va. 1044, 37 S. E. {2d) 
11, at page 1047: 
"In the construction of wills, the crucial question to be 
determined is the intention of the testator or testatrix as 
exemplified by the language of the will itself." · 
I . . 
· As stated.in Rule v. First Nat. Ba'll,k of Clifton Forge, 182 
Va. 2~7, ~:~f E. (2d) 709, at page 230: 
•.. p. 
'' The-' cardinal r.nle of construction is that the intention 
of the ·testator must be determined from what he actually 
' 
said and not from what it may be supposed he intended -
24• · to *say. If the meaning of the language used by the 
- testator is clear, the will n~e~ no interpretation,. ,It 
speaks for itself." 
As stated in Snidow v. Day, 145 Va. 721, 134 S. E. 704, at 
page 725: 
'·' If the language used is clear and unequivocal, it must be 
taken to express the intention of the testator and must be 
given effect, unless it violates some rule of law." 
\ . 
Where an ambiguity exists in~ will, which appellants deny,. 
unless there is a manifest intention to the' contrary, the pr~ 
snmption is that the testator intended that his property 
should go in accordance with the laws of Descents and Dis-
tributions. Blankenbaker v. Early, 132 Va. 408, 112 S. E. 
599. 
As stated in Jones v. Br<>Wn (1928), 151 Va. 622, 144 S. E. 
620, at page 629: 
"While no··particular form of words is necessary to con-
stitute a residuary devise or bequests, it is a well-settled 
rule of construction that in order to . take away the title of 
the heirs at law, tl1e intention of the testator to dispose of 
his estate must be manifested with legal certainty by express 
words or necessary implication: 'For conjecture cannot be 
made to supply what the testator has failed to. sufficiently in-
dicate on .the face of the will.' " 
, As stated ~n Board of Mission,.s of Methodist Episcopal 
· Church, South v. Brotherton (1941}1 178 Va. 155,: 16 S. E. (2d) 363, at page 159:. 
. \ : 
E. W. Disney, et als., v. R. T. Wilson, et als._ 21 
" 'In the construction of wills, effect must be given to the 
intention of the testator, if that can be discovered and is con-
sistent with the rules of law. But the intention to dispose 
of his estate must be manifested with leg·al certainty, other .. · 
wise the title of the heii's at law will prevail; for conjecture 
cannot be made to suppy what the testator has failed to suf-
ficientlv indicate on the face of the will . 
.. ' ' '. The law has provided a definite successor to the 
25• •estate in the absence of a testamentary disposition, and 
the heir is not to be disinherited unless he express words 
or necessary implication.' '' 
To the same e:ff ect, see Jon.es v. Meeks ( 1929), 153 Va. 449~ 
150 S. E. 394; Whitehead v. TVhitehead (1940)., 174 Va. 379, 6 
S. E. (2d) 624. 
3. The testato,·'s widow forfeited her Ufe estate which be-
came a part of the reversion, because she has received, a parl 
of the inheritance belonging to fh,e heirs-at-law of the testa:.-
tor, and is attempting to obtain an interest greater than a· 
Zif e e.';ta.te in testator's estate, and, i1i addition thereto, she 
has by other acts a-sserterl an interest greater than a life 
estate. 
In the answer of the life tenant, filed in this cause, she 
claims that if it is judicially determined that Norvel Knox 
Wilson died intestate, that she as the widow would be entitled. 
to her dower rights in all real estate and as his sole heir at· 
law of all of his personalty, and the same point is made in 
the answer to the cross-bill. This claim of a larger interest 
than her life estate through pleadings in the case would seem 
to forfeit her life estate. · 
As stated in 1 Minor on Real Property, 2nd Edition, Sec-
tion 206, _to the same effect : 
'' This was a ground of forfeiture at common law and, there 
being no statute abolishing it, it is-believed to have the same 
effect at present in Virginia. Thus, if a tenant for life sues 
for an estate in fee simple, or any estate greater than his 
· own, or so pleads in court as expressly or by implication to· 
assert such greater estate to be in him-these are virtual 
disclaimers of ·teniire, punished by forfeitui~ of the life ten-· 
· nnt's es'tate, or rather operating· as a termination of the ten-
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26• •This same principle is anounced in 21 Corpus .Juris 
970~ Sec. 116 ; 31 Corpus Juris secundum 80, Sec. 65; 
and Tiffany on Real Property ( 3rd. Ed.), Sec. 328. In Stump 
' v. Findlay (1828), 2 Rawles (Pa.) 168, which has been cited 
favorably on another point in Howbert v. Oauthorn, 100 Va .. 
, 648, 42 S. E. 683, the Pennsylvania Court said {p. 174): 
'' A testa_tor devises an estate to his son for life, who en-
ters, and enjoys the whole of it, but who, afterwards, ac-. 
quires· an adverse title to a part of it in fee; declaring at 
the same time, that he already has a title, under the will. Af-
ter this," will it be endured, that he shall set up·this adverse 
title against the title of the testator¥ It would be a shame 
and a scandal if he could. It was his duty to perfect the 
testator's title, for the benefit of himself, and those in re-
mainder, instead of colluding with an adverse claimant,· who· 
probably was his creature, to defeat it. The devise of the 
whole was in confidence that the devisee would do no act to 
defeat the testator's intention, as to any part; and the de-
visee having elected to take under the will, shall not be per-
mitted to claim in repugnant rights.'' 
. Again (p. 176): 
'' A recovery produces such a bar by working a forfeiture 
of the particular estate. * * ti: Here the offense of the tenant 
~f the freehold, consisted in suffering himself fo be vouched 
without counterpleading the warranty ;i thus attempting·, by 
matter of record, to convey a g-reater estate than was in him, 
' the consequence of which is indisputably a forfeiture.'' 
in 19 Amer. Dec. 688, in commenting on Stump v. Findlay, 
supra, we find this language in a note : 
"Followed on tl1e general proposition that a party shall 
not contest the validitv of an instrument from which he de-
rives a benefit, in Trustees of Bwnk of U. 8., 2 Par. 146; Pres-
ton v. Jo.ne.r;:, 9 -Pa. St. 460; and cited in Campbell v. Kent, 
3 .Penn. 30. • * * '' 
The conveyance of tlie real estate from the contingent re-
mainderman permitted the creation of a gTeatcr estate in the 
life tenant than she was entitled to receive unde"i· the will. 
The plain duty of the life tenant was to def end ·the will of the 
testator. 
27"' • As stated in 1 Minor on Real Property (2nd Ed.), 
Sec. 205, which cites Stump v. Findlay, supra: 
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~'Hence, these particular conveyances were-ltnown at com-
mo·n law as 'tortious conveyances', and by way .of punish.:. 
ment therefor the tenant's estate was at once terminated (and 
with it his assignee's interest) the remainderman or rever-
sioner acquiring the right to enter thereon at once, just as 
though the life tenant had died.'' . : 1 
The common law continues in full force in Virginia except 
where altered by the General Assembly,, Code of Virginia; 
Section· 2; .Rosenberger v. Rosenber,qer (19·46), 184 Va. 1024~_ 
37 S. E. (2d) 55; Muse v. Muse (1947), 186 Va. 914; 45 S. E. 
(2d) 158'! :· •. 
4. Even though it be a.ss11/rr1;ed that the testator's widow hats 
not forfeited her life estate, she has no interest in testator's -
eHtate except as a beneficiary for life of the trust estate since 
Bhe did not renounce testator's will. 
,V11ere a testator by his will g-ives real and·personal estate 
to his wife and leaves part of his personal estate undisposed 
of, and the wife does not renounce, but accepts the provision 
made for her by the will, it was held that she is excluded by 
the statute from any share of her husband's pers~nal estate 
undisposed of. Dupress v. Cary (1835 ), 33 Va. 36; Thorton 
v. Winston (1833), 31 Va. 152. 
In Dupress v. Cary, s·zi11ra-, the entire opinion of this Court 
is as follows : 
'' This is a bill by the next of kin of testator, claiming a part · 
of his personal estate, as fo which he made no- testa-
28• . mentary disposition, and died ""intestate. The claim is 
opposed by legatees of the testator's widow, who claim 
a share of this subject in her rig·ht. A provision was made 
for her by the will of her husband which she never renounced~ 
She had no right to any more of her husband's estate than 
that which was bequeathed to her by his will. The Statute, 
1 Rev. Code, Ch. 104, Sec. 26., p. 381, is express; and so are 
all the cases on the point of this court; the last of which is 
Thornton v~ ,Winston~ 4 Leigh 152, where the other cases are 
cited~ The decree is affirmed.'' 
1 Rev. Code (1819), Chp. 104, Sec. 26, p. 381, referred. to 
above, provided as follows: 
''.When any widow shall not be satisfied with the provision 
made for her by the will of her husband, she may, within one 
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'year from the time of his death, before the g·,.meral court, .or 
court having jurisdiction of the probate of his will as afore-
. eaid, or by deed_ executed "in the presence of two or more 
·credible witnesses, declare that she ·wm not take or accept 
the provision made for her by such will, or any part thereof, 
and renounce all benefit, which she might claim by the same-
. will; and, thereupon., such widow shall be entitled to one-
third pat{ E>f-tbe slaves, whereof her husband died possessed, 
whieh-.$l(e(~naJl hold during her life; and, at µer death, tbey 
an.d theif:$cre.ase shall go to such person or persons, to whom 
they wo-qld have passed and gone, if such declaration had 
· not been ·made; and she shall, moreover, be entitled to such 
share of his other personal estate, as if l1e had died intestate, 
to hold to her as her absolute property; but, every widow not 
making a declaration within the time aforesaid, shall have-
no more of her husband's slaves and personal estate, than is 
given her by his will.'' 
Section 5120, Code of Virginia, provides as follows : 
"Jointure in bar of dower; effect of conveyance or devise~ 
If any estate, real 01· personal, intended to be in lieu of 
- dower, shall be conveyed or devised for the jointure of th~ 
wife., to take effect in profit or possession immediately upon 
the death of her husband and continue during her life at 
least, such conveyance or devise slmll bar her dower of the 
real estate, or the residue thereof, and every such provision,. 
by_deed or will, shall be taken to be intended in lieu of dower,. 
unless the contrary intention plain]y appear in such deed or 
will, or in some other writing signed by the party making the 
provisions.,' 
29• *It would, therefore, appear that the provision for a 
life estate would be in Jieu of dower or of anv other 
interest und.er the husband's will where the widow fails to 
elect as provided in Section 5121, Code of Virginia. 
As to personalty, Section 5276, Code of Virginia, as it read 
· in 1939 and 1940, provided as follows in part : 
''When any provision for a husband or a wife is made in 
the consort's will, the survivor may, within one year from the 
time of the admission of the will to probate, .renounce such 
provision. Such renunciation shall be made either in person 
)>efore the court in which the will is recorded, or bv writin.g-
recorded in such court, or the clerk's office thereof., upon such 
acknowledgment or proof as would authorize a writing to be 
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admitted to record under chapter two hundred ·and eleven~· 
If such renunciation be made, or if no provision for the sur'"'· 
viving husband or wife be made in the will of the decedent, 
the surviving consort shall,'if the decedent left surviving is:.i 
sue of the marriage which was dissolved by the death of the 
corisort or surviving issue of · a former marriage, have one-
third of the surplus of the decedent's personal estate men-
tioned in section fifty-two hundred and seventy-three; .or if 
no such issue survive, the surviving consort shall have one-
half of the aforesaid surplus; otherwise the surviving consort 
shall have no· more of the said surplus than is given him or 
her by the will; ~ • • '' 
The failure of the wife, who was the life tenant, to renounce 
testator's will, as required by the statute, bars her from_ any 
interest in testator's estate other than as life tenant. 8im-
m011,s v. Simmons (1941), 177 Va. 629, 15 S. E. (2d) 43; Mc-
Donald v. McDonald (1938), 169 Va. 752; 194 S. E. 709; 
Rdsenberger v. Rosenberger (1946), 184 Va. 1024, 37 S. E. 
(2d) 55; Seaton v. Sea.ton (1945), 184 Va. 180, 34 S. E. (2d) 
236; O·wens v. Lee (1946), 185 Va. 160, 37 S. E. (2d) 848;, 
Semones v. Cook (1947)., 185 Va. 929, 41 S. E. (2d) 13; and , 
11tluse v. Muse (1947), 186 Va. 914, 45 S. E. (2d) 158. 
30* *For the foregoing reasons, your petitioners pray that 
an appeal and supersedcas may be awarded your ·peti-
tio,ners from the decree complained of. 
Petitioners adopt this petition as their opening brief. 
In conformity with Rule 9 .of this Court, it is stated that 
the appellants are Elizabeth W. Disney, Clara Fox Wilson, 
Clara ·wilson Eck and Littell Wilson, and the appellees or 
parties of record who will be interested in sustaining the de-
cree of the Court below, or affected by a reversal thereof, are 
l. L. Landram, Substituted Trustee, under the last will and 
· testament of N orvel Knox ·wilson, deceased, Ruth Tanner. 
Wilson, Sophie H. Wilson, in her own right and as executrix 
of the estate of ,vins F. ·wnson, deceased, Kurtz "Wilson,: 
Daisy Wilson Keen, A. Hamilton Wilson, ~\fargaret Edelin 
,vnson., and Frances Wilson Dowdy. 
Your petitioners request an_ oral p~esenta,tion of this peti-
tion. ..-, 
This petition will b~ filed with the Clerk of. the Supreme 
Court of Appeals at R-ichrnond, Virginia, and a copy was 
mailed to each of the following persons : .J. L. Landram, ~sq.; 
·wmiam H. King, Esq. and Robert G. Cabell, Esq., Virginia 
opposing counsel in the. Court below, and to Daisy Wilson 
Keen and Frances ·wnson Dowdy, appellees, residents of 
' ' 
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Vi~ginia, not represented by counsel, on the· 20th day of De-
cember, 1948. . 
In the event the appeal is awarded, petitioners state that a 
suspending bond as provided in Code Section 6338 in the 
· penalty of $250.00 has been given in the lower Court, as ap-
pears from the certificate of the Clerk attached to the tran-
script of record. 
ELIZABETH W. DISNEY, 
CLARA FOX WILSON, 
CLARA WILSON IDCK and 
LITTELL WILSON, 
By Counsel. 
31 * *CALLOM B. JONES, 
. MORTON L: W ALLERSTEIN~ 




We, Callom B. Jones and Morton L. Wallerstein, attorneys 
practicing in the Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia, do, 
certify that in our opinion the decree complai~ed of should 
be· reviewed by said Court. 
CALLOM B. JONES, 
MORTON L. WALLERSTEIN,. 
900 Travelers Building, · 
Richmond 2, Virginia. 
Received December 20, 1948. 
M. B. ,·v ATTS, Clerk. 
March 8, 1949. Appeal and supersedeas awarded ·bv the 
court. Bond $500. · .. 
;,:}-7~ ... :.:~ 
. :.:.~:i.~ 
M. B. W. 
.1 
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RECORD 
VIRGINIA: 
In the Circuit Court of Hanover County. 
October 12, 1948. 
Be it Remembered, that heretofore, to-wit; on the 9th day 
2>f August, 1946, camel. L. Landram, Substitute. Trustee, tin-
der the last Will and Testament of N orvel Knox Wilson,, De-
ceased, and filed his memorandum of a suit to be instituted 
against Ruth Tanner Wilson, Sophie H. Wilson, in her own 
right and as executrix of the Estate of Wins F. Wilson, ;l)e-
c'eased, Kurtz Wilson, Daisy Wilson Keen, A. Hamilton Wil-
son, Margaret Edelin Wilson, Littell Wil~on, Clara Wilson 
Eck, Elizabeth Wilson Disney and Clara Fox Wilson, which 
memorandum is in the following words and figures, to-wit: 
"Mr. C. W. Taylor, Clerk, 
· Circuit Court of Hanover County 
Hanover, Virginia. . i 
Dear Sir: . 
Please issue subpoenas in chancery in the above styled 
cause against the defendants returnable to Second I August 
Rules, 1946. 
Direct subpoena for Ruth Tanner Wilson to the sheriff of 
Albemarle County, and send same to me. 
'Direct the subpoenas for the other defendants to the sheriff 
of the City of R.ichmond, Virginia., and send same to me. 
Also enter the enclosed ord~r of publication against the 
non-resident defendants and deliver a copy of the same to 
the Herald-Progress for publication. 
page 2 } Enclosed herewith is check for $10.00 to cover 
writ tax and clerk's deposit. 
Respectfully yours, 
J. L. LANDRAM, 
;i,. Q. 
And upon another day, to-wit; 1946 Second August Rules 
Bill :filed, ProcesA returned executed as to Clara Fox Wilson, 
Litten ·Wilson, Clara Wilson Eck, Elizabeth Wilson Disney, 
/ 
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Ruth Tanner Wilson and Sophie H. W'ilson, and continued as 
to them . 
.And upon another day,. to-wit; First September Rules, 1946,. 
-.Answer of Ruth Tanner Wilson and Sophie H. Wilson filed 
Bill pro-con/ esso as to them continued for proof of publica-, 
tion .as to non-resident defendants-
BILL AND EXHIBITS. 
''To the; H()norable Leon M. Bazile, Judge of the Circuit 
Court .o.f;Hanover County, Virginia. 
Your complainant, J. L. Landram, Substitute Trustee, un-
der the last Will and Testament of N orvel Knox Wilson, De-
ceased, respectfully shows unto your Honor the following 
facts for equitable relief: 
1. That Norvel Knox Wilson died in Hanover County, Vir-
ginia, testate on the 6th day of September, 1939. His ,vm 
was duly probated in the Clerk's Office of said County on the 
12th day of September, 1939, arid ·wins F; Wilson, the execu-
tor and trustee named' in said last Will and Testament duly 
qualified as such and gave bond in t~e penalty of One Hun-
dred Thousand ($100,000.) Hollars without surety, the Testa-
tor having directed tlrnt no surety be required. . A certified 
copy of the said ·wm, the order of probate and qualification 
of the said executor and trustee are herewith filed 
page 3 ~ as exhibits "1", ''2" and "3". · 
2. That Wins F. Wilson acted as executor and 
· trustee of the estate of Norvel Knox \\Tilson, Deceased, until 
March 6th, 1945, at which time be died, and on the 28th day 
of March, 1945, your complainant, J. L. Landram, was ap-
pointed substitute. trustee under the' last will and testament 
of the said N orvel Knox Wilson, Deceased, in the place and 
stead of Wins F. Wilson, and as such substitute trustee .quali-
,:fied and gave .bond in the penalty of One Hundred and Fifty 
Thousand ($150,000.) Dollars, with Saint Paul-Mercury In-
demnity Company as sm·ety. · 
3. That at the time of the death of N orvel Knox Wilson his 
· estate had a net value of approximately Ninety Five Thou-
sand ($95,000.00) · Dollars,. consisting of a one-lmlf interest 
in the· partnership known as Richmond Broom Company, 
- stock in various corporations and real estate briefly described 
as follows: 
(a) Piece or lot of land in Madison vVard, City of' Rich-
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inond,. Virginia, with improvement~ .thereon qesigiiated as 
819 West . Grace Street, fronting 24 feet 9 inches on Grace 
Street and extending back 146 feet to an alley 20 feet wHI.e. . . 
(b) Lot or piece of land in .Madison Ward, Southsidet Rich-
mond; Vfrginia, fronting 2n feet Otl North side 0~ Alb~~y 
Avenue, between 17th and 18th Streets, being Lot #6, Block 
1318 in the plan of Richmond & Manchester Land doni~ijtiY,. 
( C) One-half undivided interest in that piece or parcel <;>f 
land lying and being in Manchester District, Cliest~rfiel& 
County, Virginia., containing 201;2 acres, more or les.fu. and 
desig·na ted as "Woodland B'' on t];ie plat of the "±to~~-
stead Land'' of the late lgiiatius Schutte, conveyed to N. 
Knox ,vnson and Ira L. A1iderson by Patrick McG~anighait 
and wife; by deed recorded in Chesterfield County, Virginia, 
in D. B. 128, page 276. 
( d) That certain, pieceJ parcel or lot of land lying and be-
ing in Henry Magisterial District, Hanover County, Virgittig, 
containing Twenty (20) acres, more or less, with improfe.:. 
ments the,reon, situated near Old East Atlee Statichi ori th6 
C. &. . 0. Railway. 
page 4 ~ 4. That by deed dated October 11th, 1939, Wirl~ 
F. Wilson, Executor and Trustee under the will df 
N orvel Knox Wilson; Deceased, an~ ,vins F. Wilson a,na 
Sophie H. ,,,nso.n., his wife, conveyed to Ruth Tanner Wil"7 
son, in cousideratioh of the sum of Ten ($10.00) Dollars; tttUl, 
other good and valuable cohsideration, the said piece, parcel 
or lot of land in Henry l\fa.gisterial District, F{anover County, 
Virginia, containing Twenty (20) acres, more or less; and 
-.~ 
By Deed dated August 1st, 1941, Wins F. Wilson, Executor 
nnd Trustee under the 1st ,vm and Testammit of Norvel Kndi 
"Tilson, deceased, ahd vVins F. W'ilson and Sophie H. Wils6i1, 
his wife, and others, conveyed to Clif C. Scr~ggs, in consid-
eration of the sum of Fifteen Thousand ($15,000.00) Dollars; 
the piece o.r parcel of land lying · and being irt Manchest¢r. 
District., Chesterfield County, Virginia, containing Twenty· . 
nnd One-Half (20:lh) acres, ii10re or less, of which amount 
the estate of N orvel Knox ,vilson received Sevtm trhousan.8. 
and Five. Hundred ($7,500.00) Dollars for its one-ha1f inter..: 
est therein ; and · 
By deed· dated June 6, 1945, J. L. Landram, Substitute· 
Trustee under the last will and testament of N orvel Knox 
vVilson, Deceased, Sophie H. ·wnson, Executor. of th~ last 
will and testament of ,Yins F. Wilson, Deceased, Sop:J:iie F. 
'Wilson, in her own right, and Ruth Tanner Wilson, Widtiw 
of N orvel Knox Wilson, Deceased, conveyed . to ~gnes W. 
Stone, in consideration of the sum of Six Tliousand 
.,--
. 'I . - . . 
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($6,000.00) Dollars, that lot of land in Madison Ward City of 
;Richmond, Virginia, with improvements thereon, designated 
as 819 West Grace Street. 
At the time the said conveyances were made, it was thought 
that Wins F. Wilson was entitled to the remainder of the 
estate of Norvel Knox Wilson after the death of the life 
tenant, Ruth Tanner Wilson. The· titles to these properties 
were ,insured in the names of the purchasers by the 
page 5 } Lawyers Title Insurance Corporation of Richmond, 
Virginia. 
5. Your complainant further shows unto your Honor that 
he has an offer of Two Hundred and Fifty ($250.00) Dollars 
for the lot or piece of land in Madison Ward, Sout~side, Rich-
mond, Virginia, fronting twenty-five (25') feet on the North 
side of Albany Avenue, between 17th and 18th Streets, and a 
doubt has been expressed ·as to the interest o,f the estate of 
Wins F. Wilson, Deceased, in the said lot, and whether ·a con-
veyance by the substitute Trust~e of the estate of Norvel 
Knox Wilson, Deceased, united in by the life tenant, Ruth 
Tanner Wilson, and the beneficiary under the will of Wins 
F. Wilson, deceased, Sophie H. Wilson, will convey a good 
marketable title to the said lot or parcel of land. This is a. 
vacant lot., producing no income, and your complainant is of 
the opinion that the offer is a good one and should .be accepted. 
6. Your complainant further ~hows unto your Honor that 
Wins F. Wilson died in Richmond, Virginia, testate on the 
6th day of March, 1945. His will was duly probated in the 
Chancery Court of the said City on the 13th day of March, 
1945, and Sophie H. Wilson, the lTixecutrix named in said 
last will and testament duly qualified as such and gave bond 
in the penalty of One Hundred and Ten Thousand ($110,-
000.00) Dollars without surety, the Testator having directed 
that no surety be required. By said ,vm the testator willed 
and bequeathed all that he possessed to his wife, Sophie H. 
Wilson. A copy of the said Will is herewith filed as Ex-
'hibit ''4". 
7. The Estate of "\Vins F. ·wilson, deceased, is required to 
file with the Collector of Internal Revenue a Federal Estate 
Tax Return, and a doubt has heen expressed as to the in-
terest of the estate of ,vins F. Wilson, Deceased, 
page 6} in the remainder of the Estate of Norvel Knox Wil-
son, Deceased, after the life estate of Ruth Tanner 
Wilson, arid whether any part thereof should be included in 
the said tax return. 
8. The foregoing· controversies have arisen over the con-
struction of that part of the last will and testament of N orvel 
Knox Wilson, Deceased, which is in the following words: . 
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''I hereby give., devise and bequeath all my I estate, reii.I, 
personal and mixed, of every nature and kind to my brother 
~Wins F. Wil~on, Trustee, to be held by him upon the follqw- · 
mg trust : · 
(1) To pay all th.e rents, issues and profits thereof to my·. 
dear wife, Ruth Tanner Wilson, for and during her natural 
life, and, 
(2) Upon the death of my said wife, or should she not sur-
vive me, then to pay said rents, issues and profits to my dear 
mother, Sarah B. Wilson, for and during her natural life, 
and, . 
(3) Upon the death of both my wife and my mother, or the 
surv;ivor of them, .or should neither of them survive me me, 
then I direct that all of my said estate shall be divided be-
tween my brother Wins F. ·wnson, and my 'sister~ Lily Wilson 
Hamberlin, and shoiild either my said sister, or my brother 
not. su.rvive me, my w·ife and my rnother, then all of my said 
e$tate shall .Qo to such su-rviving brother (Wins F. Wilson) 
-or s-ister, (Lily ·wilson Hamberlin) to be held in fee simple'~. 
( Italics supplied.) . 
Sarah B. Wilson and Lily ·wnson Hamberlin predeceas~d 
the testator, Norvel Knox Wilson,. and Wins F. Wilson and 
Ruth Tanner Wilson survived the said testator. Wins .F. 
·wnson died March 6, 1945·, survived by Ruth Tanner Wilson, 
the wife of the said testator. Neither Wins F. ,vnson nor 
Liiv ,vilson Hamberlin survived the wife of the testator. 
9. N orvel Knox Wilson was survived by the following heirs· 
at law; Ruth Tanner Wilson, his widow; Kurtz Wilson, a 
hrnther ; ·wins F. ,vnson, a brother; Daisy Wilson Keen, a 
·sister; A. Hamilton Wilson and Margaret Edelin Wilson, the 
children of Littell Wilson, Deceased, a brother of the said 
Norvel Knox Wilson, and Littell Wil~on., ·Clara 
Jlage 7 ~ Wilson Eck, Elizabeth Wilson Disney and Ern.st 
V. ,~Tilson, ,Tr., tl1e children of Ernst V. Wilson, 
Deceased, a brother of the said N orvel Knox Wilson. t 
Ernst V. ·wnson, ,Jr., died subsequent to Norvel Knox Wil· 
son. intestate, and ~mrived by his mother, Clara Fox Wilson, 
·as his sole heir at law. 
IN TENDER CONSIDERATION WHEREOF, ·and foras-
much as your complainant is remediless in the premises save·· 
in a court., of equity·, where matters of this nature are alone 
cognizable, your complainant prays that Ruth Tanner Wil-
son, Sophie H. ·wihmn, in her own right and executrix of. the 
estate of "rim; F. Wilson, Deceased, Kurtz Wilson., Daisy. 
I ' 
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Wilson Keen, A. Ha.milton. Wilson, Marga_ret Etlelin Wil-
son, Littell Wilson, Clara Wilson Eck, Elizabeth Wilson Dis-
ney and Clara _Fox Wi1$on may. be made parties defendant to 
this bill, and required to answer the same, but not on oath,. 
answer under oath being hereby waived; that proper process. 
issue; that an order of publication be entered against thc-
tion-te,si<}ent def.endants; that the last will and testament of 
NorvelKno~ Wilson, be construed and the rights of all par-
ties in.ill1te.:rest be ascertained and determined; that if by a 
constraj&tion of the said will it be determined that the convey-
ance of ihe- real estate hereinabove . mentioned be imperfect 
and invalid; that the court will ratify, approve and confii:m 
the s~e, .~nd that a commissioner be appointed to convey the- · 
i-µterest of all parties in this snit to the respective purchasers ; 
that the offer for the lot located on Albany A venue, Rich-
·:qiortd, Virginia; be accepted and conveyance thereof be or-
dered; that all proper orders and decrees be made, account 
taken, and inquiries directed; that your complain~mt be al-
lowed a reasonable and proper fee for instituting and conduct-
ing this snit; and that your complainant may have all such 
further and other and general relief in the premises as the 
. nature of his case may require,, or to equity shall seem meet .. 
And your complainant will ever pray, et. 
page 8 ~ . J.L.LANDRAM 
Substitute Trustee under the last will and· 
testament of N orvel Knox ·wnson, Deceased .. 
J. L. LANDRAM; p. q. 
''EXHIBIT I.'' 
I, Norvel Knox Wiison, .considering the uncertainty of life, 
do hereby rnake this my last Will and Testament, revoking 
all others made by me at any time. 
1. 
I dirMt that ali my just debts shall be paid.. 
2. 
·' .. I hereby ~ve; devise and bequeath all ~y est"a.te, real, per-
s,qnal ~nd mixed, of every nature and kmd to mv brother 





E.t.W-1_i);)_isn~y, ~t ~J.s.,.. v ·FJt· rT"'~il.~.pn'"'~t ~ls. ·-: ~3 
, (l)-/~o.,,pay.-&11 tp.~ . .r.,eµ_ts,i,.m.~µ,_es ~ll~ .• Ppl~F~ tp..~.1~9f~ to,rWY 
1 :d
1
.efar-,, widfe,:J.=tllth1l~m1~r,,}V1wRn,f f.or fl.nd1911;nfgf,p~rr)lf\ttJ.Afll 
1. i et.an , 
. :t~) .. ·UpQn 1th<c3d~ath ~tl11Y:;s~i~.;wife,. O~,#p.pµlq,~P.~ ~pt ~vr-
u;\fLVel me.,:-f,tlJ.enJo- pai ~~q.J;~µJ_s;,. J.~J}eij, a?!-d.,. P.f pftt~}6 ,1llY., l9:f·fr · 
modth~r ,d3a111h}. ~-t>~ijson,,Jp'r ., flpd1 ! ~Ul),;tlg'1)?-i~r,. Pa,.tµ,f 111:J,f e, 
·~ an. ' .. . 
. · {3)r ~.pon1tbe1Q0At:b.Pf..l;>A.t4. ,PY.,,)'f'if~.'.~n~p;tY m..?t:µ,~r~.p1i 1fpe · 
.-,$1:\rn{lVOr.,.,of ith~,. 0~ ,~,h.Q»M.»<nt).ler .. i{)~ ..t.!1~111:,s~:rn-ff~,,pe, iw~n 
1 I1 dfrect1t\l~; 1iu· orro~ .~njd ;~SU} t~. s),l~_IL"t>t q.i;yii~d ~~t~~elj~ ~y. 
,., hr~~er t W lJl~.,F ·\· "f ~lsp_n, .E:tJ.ld .. ~y:.J ;f?~~t,er {' J.1iJ)4,_~'W 1)t3on,:.~~m-
, ,.berJ1!1,r~U:t<L ~.h.o,iil~: :<nthei;,WY. ~m.d. ~w~er~,:<>ruw:Y ,P.r~~l:u~r.Jpt ~ -.suJw.we, mei,. iµ~. wtf e ~~ ~Y ~wt~eri, :fµ~J! · ~IJ. pf .W;Y. ,_ffl..l~ JWJl,f te 
shall go to such surv1vmg brother (Wms F. WJi~~n) pr ~1s~ 
ter (Lily ,vnson Hamberlin) to be held in fee simple." ~ 1 · 
-~ 3. 
· I hereby appoint my said brother, ·wins F. Wil-
page 9 ~ son, executor of this will, and: <;l~r,(}ct that no security 
shall oe required of ~1im as . such. 
Wholly written with my own hand,. and signed by me at 
Richmond, Va. this twenty- 1,~lf~.titday :ot~ily,, Nineteen hun-
dred and seven. , • 
NORVEL KNOX WILSON (Seal) 
July 20, 1926. 
"EXHIBIT 2." 
Virginia: 
-~: ~~p,~em per )12,1~~39. 
f\ ~ .. ,paper Jw.~tt,ing: pµ,rpp1~t~ng, to ;,b~ Jh~t .lflst .:wil} ... ~np J~sta~ 
, li.nw~·ff·o( ,N Qtye~ J\~O~_;W.)l~Ol~.,, ,l,a~~I ~f the 09ui;itx,l Qf-Jl~l),9.Ver, 
Deceased, bearing date tiie 29th day ot .1uly, h.107, wafeJbis 
day presented to the Clerk in his office and offered for pro-
, • h~ t~1 ;an¢l .1ther1e. being, ,no subscribing witnesses W~r.~tf,?r ~.: D. 
Faison and J. L. Landram who being first duty sworn, de--
posed and said that they were well acquainted with the hand-
writing of the said N orvel Knox Wilson, and that they verily 
·, 
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believed the said paper writing bearing date the 29th _day 
of July, 1907, together with the signature thereto have been 
written wholly in the band writing of the said Norvel Knox 
Wilson; whereupon the said paper writing is admitted to 
· probate and ordered to be recorded as the true last will and 
testament of the said N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased. 
On motion of Wins F. ,vnson, the Executor and Trustee 
named in the last Will and Testament of N orvel Knox Wil-
son, deceased, who made oath as the law directs and entered 
into a bond in the penalty of One Hundred Thousand ($100,J 
000~00) Dollars, but without security, the Testator having diJ 
rected that none be required of him; which bond being signed, 
sealed and acknowledged by the obligor therein is ordered· to 
be recorded. 
page 10 ~ Certificate is granted the said Wins F. Wilson 
as Executor and Trustee of the will of Norvel 
.~nox Wilson, deceased. 
Teste: 
QLARENCE W. TAYLOR, (Clei;k) 
A Copy-Teste: 
''EXHIBIT 3''. 
C. W. TAYLOR 
(Clerk) 
State of Virginia, 
County of Hanover, to-wit: 
I, C. W. Tay1or, Clerk of the Circuit Court of the County 
of Hanover, do hereby certify that on the 12th day of Sep-
tember, 1~39, Wins F. Wilson duly. qualified in my said Court 
as Executor and Trustee of the W 111 of N orvel Knox Wilson 
Deceased, and gave bond as such according to law, and said 
bond is still in effect and force. 
In testimony whereof I have hereto set my band and an-
nexed the seal pf .t.h.e said Court, this 17th day of August, 
1944. 
Cou.rt. S~~t: C. W. TAYLOR, (Clerk) 
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''EXHIBIT 4''. 
COPY OF WILL OF WINS FAULKNER WILSON, 
DECEASED. 
April 4, 1928. 
I, Wins Faulkner Wilson, do hereby will an bequeath all 
that I possess to my beloved wife, S~phie Hodgkin Wilson. ~ 
"WINS FAULKNER WILSON 
-page 11 } Richmond, Va. April 4th, 1928. 
Attested: 
J. lI. McCABE~ 
.Cod: I hereby appoint the said Sophie Wilson, Executrix. 
of this Will and direct that no security be required of her 
July 26, 1933 
Attested: 
~NS F. WILSON 
J. H. McCABE. 
And upon another day, to-wit: August 13, 1946. 
AFFIDAVIT FOR ORDER OR PUBLICATION. 
Virginia: 
In the Circuit Court of Hanover County. 
I.I 
J. L. Landram, Substitute Trustee, under the Last Will and 
Testament of N orvel Knox Wilson, Deceased, Complainant, 
V. 
Ruth Tanner Wilson, Sophie H. Wilson, in her own right, 
and as Executrix of tl1e Estate of Wins F. Wilson, De-
ceased, Kurtz Wilsont Daisy Wilson Keen, A. Hamitton 
Wilson, Margaret Edelin Wilson, Littell Wilson, Clara Wil~ 
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".A.ff WA VIT. 
StITTe:tof Wrgittta, 
City .. of Richmond, tcJ..,'\\tit: 
. · .. ; 
.Pl1bi,;,tla.y/J. L. Landram, personally appeared before me,. 
Eveline B. Saunders, a Notary Public in and for the City 
, 0:·ofll=tfeifiln~djrinlthe Sttrte:~fi'Vkginia; a!Lld immy -City afore-
: .. $aW;,and·-~~dtV-oath:rthat~Kmfa;~fiilSX1>n;\A.-;Hamilton Wilson,. 
and Margaret Edelin Wilson, three of the above named re-
spai.idenfaf, a:re n'ot1.rMid~nts·foff the State of Virginia, and that. 
the last known post office address of each of the said re-
spondents is as .f6Mews: 
page 12 ~ Kurtz Wilson, 3428 Parso1t~:Bo.nlevard, Flushing,. 
. . . . Lon~· Island., New York. · 
.A.~tF.Ea:tnitton W:ilson, 6311 Beechwood Drive, Chevy Chase, 
Maryland. . · ' · 
,_· tMa!!?garet~1IDdelin~r1Wilson~l14000 tilaithedrar Avenue,\ N .l \V. 
W-as:tiingtonvn, C .. 
J. L .. LANDRAM. 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th. cla,y tOf . ..t\..ng·ust, 
1946. . 
My Commission expires March 5, ,1949 .. 
EVELINE B. SAUNDERS 
Notary Public. 
And upon ·anbther day, to-wit: :A:ugusl ·13~ ·19'46. 
'·
1():8,DE:R·'OF.PUBLICATION. 
The object of this suit is to construe the last will and testa-
ment of N orvel Knox Wilson, Deceas.~d1 land ascertain · and 
determin·e: thi ·rightsL·or 'all parties tinder the said "\\Till: have 
,the Cpurt to approve .and. confirm the .sale .and· conveya·nce 
_, 
1 of cerfaii'i'real e'stat-e~made: by- the tirti.stee .. and .. suhstitute·1trus-
c 'te'e 'ttnde1r th~- ~Aid· '{vilf; from time to time seelr the. aid and 
. guid~n~~ qf th~· Cour.t, in administering_ the: trust .Estate· ·by 
··· tlie'said Wilt'-; ·~nd: t<r:ptocure:such:··other.tfu'.r.ther! $d general 
·c.~eli_eff" as 'tnayl1¢ ~oun-d: necessacy- ancl.appropr.iate. . 
·.·And ·an(}affidavit-'hit:v.ing been niade~·and. filed,that ,tlle de-
., 1€:!:r:id~nti~ ·Kurt~·;· Wilson, .A'.; -Hamilton 'V.lilson, :and. ·Margaret 
,!,J!]B.eliri Wilson;·arlf·.t10t re·sidents· of, the State; orVJr.g:foia, it 
is ordered that said defe:r;idants do, within 10 days after the 
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due publication of this Order in ihe Herald-Progress, a news 
paper published in the Town of Ashland, Virginia., once ~ 
week for four successive weeks, appear in this Court and do 
what is necessary to protect their inter~st in this suit. 
A Copy-Teste: 
C. W. TAYLOR (Clerlr) 
tT. L. LANDRAM, p. q. 
page 13 ~ And upon another day, to-wit; September 14, 
1946. ' 
Hano.ver County to-wit: Ashland, Va., Sept. 14, 1946~ 
This is to certify that legal notice in the suit of J. L. Lan-· 
dram, Sub-Trustee, v. Ruth Tanner Wilson, et. als., of which 
the attached is a true copy, was published in the Herald-Pro;.. 
gress, a weekly Newspaper published in · the Town of Ash-
. land, Hanover County, Virginia,once a week for four succes-
sive weeks. The first publication appearing on August 15,' 
1946, and the last September 5th, 1946. 
Given under my ,hand this 14th day of September, 1946. 
Virginia: 
PA.UL F. WATKINS 
Editor-Publisher. 
In the Clerk's office of the Circuit Court of the County of 
Hanover. 
Landram, J. L., Sub. Tr. 
v. 
,vnson, Ruth Tanner, Et. Als. 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE. 
I, 0. W. Taylor, Clerk of the Circuit Court of the said 
County, do hereby certify that I posted a copy of the Order-
of Publication on the front door of Hanover Courthouse on. 
or before the next succeeding Rule day after it was entered,'. 
und that I mailed a copy thereof to each of the defendants to 
the post oflice address given in the affidavit or bill required -
by Section 6069 of the Code of Virginia, namely Kurtz Wil~ 
~on, A. Hamilton Wilson and Margaret Edelin Wilson. 
Given under my hand this 17th day of September, 1946. 
C. W. TAYLOR, (Clerk.) 
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page 14 ~ And upon this day, to-wit: September 2, 1946. 
ANSWER OF RESPONDENT RUTH TANNER WILSON. 
The respondent, Ruth Tanner Wilson, reserving unto her-
self all just exceptions to the bill of complaint herein filed, 
. as answer thereto, or as to as much th_ereof as it is deemed 
pertinent to answer, answers and says: 
(1) The allegations contained in paragraphs numbered One 
through Four, inclusive, as set forth in said bill of complaint, 
are admitted as true. 
(2) The truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 
numbered Five in said Bill of complaint is not denied, but 
strict proof thereof is here specifically ·requested. 
(3) The truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 
numbered Six is admitted. 
( 4) This respondent has no knowledge of the truth or 
falsity of the allegations ·contained in paragraph numbered 
Seven. · 
( 5) This respondent admits the truth of the allegations 
· contained in paragraphs nurr1bered Eight and Nine in said 
Bill of Complaint. 
(6) Answering· generally, this respondent says that she is 
life-tenant under the provisions of the will of her late hus-
band, Norvel Knox w·nson. Further, should it be juqicially 
determined that the said N orvel Knox ·wilson died intestate 
with respect to his remainder estate, that theI?,, ae his widow, 
she would be entitled .to participate to the extent of her dower 
rights in any and all real csta.te of which the said N orvel Knox 
Wilson died seized and possessed, and likewise be his sole-
heir-at-law of any and all personalty of which the said Norvel 
Knox Wilson died seized and possessed. Where-
page 15 ~ fore, this respondent respectfully requests that 
this Honorable Court construe the Will of the said 
Norvel Knox Wilson in accordance vdth the statutes and laws 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia, and that no orders or ·de-
crees be entered herein in detriment of her interests. 
And now having fully answered, this respondent prays to 
be hence dismissed with her reasonable costs in this behalf 
·expended. 
RUTH TANNER WILSON 
By Counsel. 
ROBERT G. CABELL . 
Counsel. 
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And upon this day, to-wit: September 3, 1946. 
ANSWER OF SOPHIE H. WILSON, IN HER OWN 
RIGHT AND AS EXECUTRIX OF THE WILL 
OF WINS It,. WILSON, DECEASED. 
The separate answer of Sophie H. Wilson, in her own right 
and as Executrix of the Will of Wins F. Wilson, deceased, to 
a bill of complaint exhibited ·against her and others in the· 
Circuit Court of Hanover County, Virginia, under the above 
~~~~ . 
This respondent, reserving to herself the benefit of all just 
exceptions to the said bill of complaint, and for answer there-. 
to or to so much thereof as she 1 is advised that it is material 
that she should answer, answers and says: 
( 1) The facts as alleged in the bill 9f complaint are, ac- · 
cording to information ··and belief, generally true, but the fol-
lowing .supplemental facts should be before the Court. 
(a) In paragraph 4 of the bill of complaint, it is alleged 
that on October 11, 1939, Wins F. Wilson, Executor and Trus-
tee under the Will of N orvel Knox Wilson, Deceased, and 
Wins F. ·wnson and· Sophie H. Wilson, his wife, 
page 16 ~ conveyed to Ruth Tanner Wilson, in consideration 
of the sum of Ten ( $10.00) Dollars and other good· 
and valuable consideration certain real estate in Hanover 
County, Virginia. This respondent desires it recorded that 
this was a gift, being advised that, by her acceptance of same, 
Ruth Tanner Wilson became estopped, and is now estopped, 
to denv that Wins F. Wilson held a vested remainder after 
lier death in the net residuarv estate of Norvell Knox Wilson. 




• ~ j ,-
doubt has been expressed as to the inter~st of the estate of 
J ·wins· F. Wilson, Ueceased, in the remainder of the estate of 
i Norvel Knox Wilson, Deceased, after the life estate of Ruth .. 
l Tanner Wilson. Respondent understands, and desires re-co1·ded here, that the Federal authorities have ruled that 
'-Wins F. Wilson held a vested remainder in such estate. 
(2) For further answer, respondent submits to the Court · 
that under Article III of the Will of Norvel Knox Wilson, set_ 
out in paragraph 8 of the bill of· complaint, her late husband, 
··wins F. Wilson, was, during his life, entitled to a vested re-
mainder in said net estate of Norvel Knox ·wnson, after the 
death of Ruth Ta·nner Wilson, which said vested remainder 
passed to her Executri~ of the Will of Wins F. Wilson, de-
ceased, and to which she is now beneficially entitled in her 
own rig·ht as the.sole and residuary beneficiary under the w:Ul 
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of the said Wins F. Wilson, deceas~d; that Ruth Tanner Wil-
son has, throughout, concurred in this construction of the 
said Will of N orvel Knox . Wilson,· as is evidenced by her 
joinder in deeds of real estate left by the said Norvel Knox 
Wilson that by such joinder, and by the action of the Lawyefs 
Title Insurance Corporation in issuing title policies in the 
names of the grantees of these properties, she 1s now estopped 
to de~y ~~ correctness of such construction. 
' :,;-· 
page .l1,f. And now having fully answered, this Respondent 
· · prays to be hence dismussed with her reasonable 
costs in this behalf expended. 
SOPHIE H. WILSON, 
in her own right and as Executrix of the 
Will of Wins F. Wilson~ deceased. 
By Counsel 
.R. GRAYSON DASHIELL. 
Upon this day, to-wit; January 4, 1947. 
Upon motion of the Respondents, Elizabeth Wilson Disney, 
Clara Wilson Eck, Littell Wilson, and Clara Fox Wilson, by 
counsel, leave is granted them to file their answer and cross-
bill in this suit, and the same is accordingly filed. 
And it is further ORDERED that this cause be remanded· 
to rules and that process issue against each of the parties 
defendant in the cross-bill. 
page 18 ~ 
Enter: 
LEON M~ BAZILE, Judge 
ANSWER AND CROSS-BILL. 
The joint and several answers of Elizabeth Wilson Disney, 
Clara Wilson Eck, Littell Wilson and Clara Fox ·wnson, Re-
spondents to a Bill of Complaint exhibited ag·ainst them and 
each of them by J. L. Landram., Substituted Trustee, under 
the last Will and Testament of' N orvel Knox ·Wilson, De-
ce.as~cl~ duly probated in the Circuit Court of Hanover County, 
V1rgmia . 
. , · These Respondents reserving to themselves the benefit of 
all just exceptions· to the· said Bill of Complaint, hereinafter 
called bj!J, for . answer thereto or to so much thereof as they 
I 'I 
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are advised that it is material that they should answer, an-
swer and say: 
1. The allegations set forth in paragraphs numbered 1 and 
2 of the bill are admitted as true. 
2. These Respondents are not advised as to the correctneas 
of the allegations in the hill as to the net- value of the estate · 
and of the real estate, both of which are set forth in para-
graph numbered 3 ·of the bill, but they believe that the net 
estate was of greater va]ue and there was property of the 
·estate other than_ that therein set forth. 
3. These Respondents are not advised as. to the truth of 
the allegations set forth in paragraph numbered 4 of the bill 
but regardless of said allegations deny that under the said 
will of N orvel Knox Wilson, '\Vins F. Wilson, Executor and 
Trustee, and Wins Ji,. Wilson and Sophie H. Wilson, his wife, 
either in her own right, or as Executrix of thet Will of Wins 
F. Wilson, deceased, or any of them, had any right whatso- , 
ever to make said alleged conveyance as they were not the : 
owners of the property conveyed, and had no power under/ 
said will to convey real estate. 
4. As to the allegations in paragraph numbered 5 of the· 
'bill, these Respondents are informed and advised, and there-
fore allege that the said J. L. Landram, Substi-
page 19 ~ tuted Trustee under the last ·wm and Testament 
of N orvel Knox Wilson, Ruth Tanner Wilson, life 
tenant, and Sophie H ... Wilson, beneficiary under the will of 
Wins F. Wilson, were without any authority whatsoever to· 
execute and convey the rea1 estate mentioned and described 
in paragTaph 5 of the bill. The said Lawyers Title Insurance 
Corporation, your Respondents are advised and believe, 
recognizing the aforesaid lack of authority, refused. to in-
sure the title to said real estate in that parngraph described 
which action led to the institution of this suit. 
5. These Respondents admit the truth of the allegations 
contained in paragraph numbered 6 of the bill. 
6. These Respondents are neither advised nor informed as 
to the allegations contained in paragraph numbered 7, and 
assert that taxes sought to be collected from the Estate of 
"Tins F .. ,vnson, Deceased, is of no concern to these Respond-
ents, but assert that they only interest of said v\Tins F. Wil-
Ron, deceased, or those claiming under or through him, have, 
in the Estate of Norvel Knox Wilson, Deceased, is., like your 
Respondents, as one of tlie heirs-at-law of said N orvel Knox 
\V i1 son, Deceased. 
. ;1 
7. ~hese. Respo:r:ide!1ts,admit the truth of-the. ~Ue~at .... 1.·o .... ~.· _.:..:-~~.~-·· ,.. 
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8. These Respondents admit the truth of the allegations 
contained in the bill in paragraph numbered 9, but assert in 
addition that Wins F .. Wilson died subsequent to the death of 
Norvel Knox Wilson, survived by his widow, Sophie H. Wil-
son, and one child, Frances Wilson Dowdy, both of whom 
are now living. 
And now these Respondents for further answer to said bill 
of complaint and by way of cross-bill seeking affirmative re-
lief, say: 
page 20 ~ 1. Under the last Will and Testament of N orvel 
Knox Wilson, copy of which is filed as an exhibit 
with the bill, these Respondents are advised and believe that 
the trustee under said will was and is required to pay the 
rent~, issues and profits from his estate to his widow, Ruth 
Tanner Wilson, as life tenant, and that the said Sarah B._ 
Wilson and Lily Wilson Hamberlin having predeceased the 
testator, Wins F. Wilson having survived the testator, and 
since died, the remaindermen of said estate are entitled each 
to an undivided one-fifth interest as follows, hereinafter 
called shares. · 
- One share to the heirs-at-law and distributees of Wins F. 
Wilson, deceased. 
· One share to Kurtz ·wnson., · 
One share to the heirs-at-law and distributees of Ernst V . 
.:Wilson, deceased. 
One share to the heirs-at-law and distributees of Littell 
Wilson, deceased, father of A. Hamilton and Margaret Edelin 
Wilson. 
One share to Daisy 'Wilson Keen. 
2. Any and all sales and conveyances made by vVins F. 
Wilson, now deceased, individually, or as executor, or as 
trustee, of the estate,. real and personal, of which N orvel 
Knox Wilson died seized and possessed should be cancelled, 
annulled, and set aside as not authorized by, and as being 
contrary to the terms and provisions of the will of Norvell 
Knox Wilson, deceased. 
3. And and all sales and conveyances made by. Sophie H. 
Wilson, individually, or as sole legatee, sole devisee., or ex-
ecutrix under the will of Wins F. "Wilson, deceased, of the es-
tate, real and personal, of which Norvel Knox Wilson died 
seized and possessed should be cancelled, annulled, and set 
aside as not authorized.by and as being contrary to the terms 
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4. Any and all sales and conveyances made by 
}lage 21 } Ruth Tanner Wilson, individu,ally, or as life ten-
ant, of the estate, real and personal, ·of which Nor-
vel Knox Wilson died seized and possessed should be can-
celled, annulled, and set aside as 'not authorized by and as ··. 
being contrary to the terms and provisions of the will of Nor-
vel Knox Wilson, deceased. · 
5. Any and all sales and conveyances of J. L. Landram, 
Substituted Trustee., of the -estate, real and personal, of which 
N orvel Knox Wilson died seized and possessed should be 
cancelled, annulled and set aside as not authorized by and ·as 
being contrary to the terms and provisions of the will of 
N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased. 
6. A full and complete account should be made of all the ' 
estate, real and personal, money, stocks, bonds, and choses 
in action which· belonged to said Norvel Knox Wilson, de-· 
ceased, by Sophie H. Wilson, individually, as sole legatee, 
sole devisee, or executrix under the will of Wins F. Wilson, 
deceased, Ruth Tanner Wilson, individually, or as life tenant, 
and J. L. Landram, Substituted Trustee, of the last will and 
testament of N orvel Knox ·wilson, deceased. 
7. The estate of N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased, which 
· passed to Wins F. ·wnson, executor and trustee under the last 
will and testament of N orvel· Knox Wilson was· impressed 
with a trust for the use ·and benefit of the heirs-at-law and 
distributees of said Norvel Knox Wilson, and the said heirs-
at-law and distributees of said Norvell Knox ·wnson are 
entitled to share in the same wheresoever it may be found 
and in whatsoever manner the same be held whether in realty, 
per_sonalty or mixed. 
8. Any and all sales and conveyances of the property, 
whether realty, personalty or mixed, belonging to the estate 
of Norvel Knox Wilson by Wins F. vVilson, executor under 
the last will and testament of Norvel Knox Wilson and Wins 
F. Wilson, trustee under the last will and testa-
pag·e 22 ~ ment of N orvel Knox Wilson, Sophie H. Wilson, 
Ruth Tanner Wilson, and J. L. Landram, Substi-
tuted Trustee under the last will and testament of N orvel 
Knox ·wnson~ deceased, or any of them., was without au- · 
thority at law as none of them individually or in their re-
Hpective fiduciary capacities was authorized or empowered 
under the will of Norvell Knox Wilson, deceased, to sell or 
make any disposition of t4e estate or any part thereof of the 
Raid N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased. · 
The Respondents, therefore, respectfully join in the prayer 
of the bill that this Honorable Court construe said will and 
./ 
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determine what interest these Respondents and others have 
in the Estate of N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased. 
In consideration whereof, your Respondents pray that for 
the purposes of this cross-bill that they be treated as Com-
plainants and that their joint and several answer may be-
treated as a cross-bill to enable this Court to do complete-
justice among the parties hereto, as well as any others hav-
ing any interest in the es.tate of N orvel Knox Wilson, de-:-
ceased; that J. L. Landram, Substituted Trustee under the 
last Will ·and Testament of N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased,. 
Ruth -T.anner Wilson, Sophie H. Wilson, in her own right 
and aS; executrix of the estate of Wins F. Wilson, deceased,, 
Kurtz Wilson, Daisy Wilson Keen~ A Hamilton Wilson, Mar-
garet Edelin Wilson and Frances ·wnson Dowdy, be made-
, parties defendant this cross-bill, and required to answer 
.same, but not under oath, answer under oath being hereby 
expressly waived; that Kurtz ,vnson, A. Hamilton Wilson,. 
and Margaret Edelin Wilson are non-residents of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia; that an Order of Publication be en-
tered as to the non-resident defendants; that the accounts of 
Wins F. Wilson, executor and -trustee under the last will and 
testament of N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased, the accounts of 
Sophie H. Wilson, executrix and sole devisee and legatee of 
the estate of Wins F. Wilson, deceased, and the· 
page 23 ~ accounts of J. L. Landram, Substituted Trustee 
under the last Will .and Testament of Norvell 
Knox Wilson, deceased, be surcharged and falsified as to the 
matters hereinbefore alleged; that Ruth Tanner Wilson, in 
her own rig·ht, and as life tenant under the last will and testa-
ment of N orvel Knox Wilson, be required to render an ac-
count of the Estate of N orvel Knox "W"ilson received bv her 
from Wins F. Wilso~ Executor and Trustee under. the last 
will and testament of -Norvel Knox Wilson, deceased, and also 
from J. L. Landram, Substituted Trustee, under the last will 
and testament of N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased; that Sophie 
H. Wilson be required to render an account of all properties, 
real, personal, or mixed!' received by her under the will of 
Wins F. Wilson, deceased, belonging to and a part of the es-
tate of Norvel Knox W.ilson, deceased; that this cause be re-
f erred to a Commissioner in Chancerv of this Court to take 
and report on account of the particul~r matters hereinbefore 
~pecified and set forth; that a Decree be entered ·bv this· 
Honorable Court establishing the interests of the various 
parties to this cause in accordance with the intent of the terms 
and conditions of the will of N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased ; 
that the trustee under the last will and testament of N orvel 
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tect, recover and acquire all property, real., personal anq 
mixed, belonging to the estate of Norvel Knox Wilson, de.:. · 
ceased, in accordance with the provisions of the last will and 
testament of N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased; that proper 
counsel fees be awarded to counsel in prosecuting the cause 
of the heirs-at-law and distributees of Norvel Knox Wilson, 
deceased; and that a judgment for fees so awarded be entered 
by this Honorable Court; that all proper orders and decrees 
may be entered; that proper process may issue; ~hat these 
'Respondents may have such further, and other and general 
relief, as the nature of their case may require, and to equity 
may seem meet. 
pag·e 24 ~ And they will e:ver pray, etc. 
ELIZABETH WILSON DJ:SNEY, 
CLARA WILSON ECK, 
LITTELL WILSON, and 
CLARA FOX WILSON. 
By: CALLOM B. JONES 
By: MORTON L. Yv ALLER.STEIN 
Oounsel. 
Upon another day, to-wit: June 11, 1947. 




Upon motion of the Respondent, Ruth Tanner Wilson, by 
Counsel, leave is granted to her to file her answer to the 
cross-bill filed in this suit, and the same is accordingly filed. 
Enter: 
LEON M. BAZILE, Judge. 
Upon another day, to-wit: June 11, 1947. 
ANSWER OF RUTH TANNER WILSON. 
The separate answer of Ruth Tanner vVilson to the answer 
m1d cross-bill hereinfiled by Elizabeth Wilson Disney, Clara 
·wnson Eck, Littell Wilson and Clara Fox Wilson. 
This Respondent, reserving unto herself the benefit of all 
just exceptions to the said answer and cross-bill, for answer. 
thereto, or to so much tliereof as she is advised that it is 
material that she should answer, answers and says: 
1. Tlmt she is the life tenant under the last will and testa-
l)'lent of N orvel Knox ·wilson .. 
··~ 
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2. That should this Honorable .Court conclude that the said 
Norvel Knox ·wilson died in~estate with respect. to his re-
mainder estate, that in such event, there having been no chil-
dren born of the marriage of this Respondent and N orvel 
Knox Wilson, that this Respondent, under the statute of de-
.. , scents and distributions in effect, succeeds to the 
page 25 ~ entire personal estate of the decedent, N orvel 
... · Knox Wilson. 
3. This Respondent, as set forth in her answer to the origi-
nal bill of complaint herein filed, respectfully requests that 
· this Honorable Court construe the will of the said N orvel 
Knox Wilson in accordance with the statutes and laws of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, and prays that no· order or de-
- crees be entered herein in detriment of her interest. 
And now having fully answered, this Respondent prays to 
be hence dismissed with her reasonable costs in this behalf 
expended. 
ROBERT S. CABELL 
Counsel 
RUTH TANNER WILSON, 
By Counsel. 
Upon another day, to-wit: June 25, 1947. 
ORDER FILING ANSWER OF SOPHIE H. WILSON. 
TO CROSS-BILL. 
This day, came the Respondent, Sophie H. 1Nilson, by her 
counsel, and tendered her answer to the cross-bill filed herein 
by Elizabeth Wilson :Oisney, and others, answering in her 
own right and as Executrix of the estate of Wins F. Wilson, 
deceased; and upon her motion and with the consent of Coun-
sel for other parties heretq, as shown by their endorsements 
on the original sketch of this Order, such answer is received 
and- ordered filed. 
Enter: 
LEON M. BAZILE, Judg·e. 
ANSWER OF SOPHIE H. WILSON TO CROSS-BILL OF 
ELIZABETH WILSON DISNEY, AND OTHERS. 
page 26 ~ The Respondent, Sophie H. Wilson, in her own 
right and as Ex.ecutrix of the Estate of Wins F. 
Wilson, deceased, reserving unto herself the benefit of all 
proper exceptions to the answer and'. cross-bill filed herein by 
Elizabeth Wilson Disney, Clara Wilson Eck:, Littell Wilson 
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and Clara Fox Wilson, and answering so much of the cross-
MU as she is advised it is material that she answer, says; 
1. The allegations of Paragraph 1 of the Cross-bill are 
denied, except that it is admitted that the Trustee und~r the 
.. Will of N orvel Knox Wilson was and is required to pay the 
rents, issues. and profits of his estate to his widow, the Re-
spondent Ruth Tanner Wilson, during her lifetime. 
2. Paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the cross-bill, insofar as 
they contain allegations of facts, are denied. 
3. The allegations of Paragraphs 7 and 8 of the cross-bill 
are denied. 
4. Further answering such cross-bill, this Respondent avers 
that, properly construed, the will of N orvel Knox Wils.on 
devised and bequeathed his entire estate in trust for the bene-
, fit of his wife, the respondent, Ruth Tanner Wilson, during 
her lifetime., with remainder in fee simple to Wins F .. Wil-
son; that such remainder was devised and bequeathed to, and 
is now vested in, ,this respondent by the provisions of the 
will of Wins F. Wilson, deceased, a copy of such will having 
been hereinbefore filed as an exhibit with the bill of complaint 
in this ca use ; that all transactions complained of in -the cross-
hill herein were made with due authority and are proper; 
that the proponents of such cross-bill have no legal or equi-
table interest in the estate of Norvel Knox Wilson, and are 
accordingly. without standing to request the accounting de- · 
mantled by Paragraph 6 and by the prayer of the 
page 27 } cross-bill and by the prayer thereof for the setting 
aside of transfers of certain property cannot be 
properly made by the proponents of such cross-bill, because 
of their lack' of interest in the estate of Norvell Knox Wilson 
and their consequent lack of standing to demand ·such relief, 
and because such relief cannot be properly granted herein, 
the various transferees of su·ch property not being parties to 
this cause. 
Ancl now having·· fully answered the ·cross-bill herein, this 
respondent prays to be hence dismissed with h~r reaso·nable 
costs in this behalf expended. 
SOPHIE H. WILSON, 
In Her Own Right and as Executrix of the 
Estate of Wins F. Wilson, Deceased. 
R. GRAYSON DASHIELL 
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Upon another day, to-wit: June 28, 1~4-7. 
·ORDER: 
Upon motion of the Complainant, J. L. Landram, Substi-
tute Trustee under the last Will and Testament of N orvel 
Knox Wilson, Deceased, leave is hereby granted him to file 
his answer to the answer and cross-Bill filed in this cause, and 
the .same is accordingly filed. 
Enter~ 
LEON M .. BAZILE,. Judge~ 
page.. 28::~ THE ANSWER OF J. L. LANDRAM., SUBSTI-
. TUTE TRUSTEE UNDER THE LAST 
WILL AND TESTAMENT OF NORVEL KNOX v\TIL-
SON, DECEASED, TO THE ANSWER AND CROSS-
BILL FILED BY ELIZABETH WILSON DISNEY,. 
AND OTHERS. 
This respondent, reserving unto· himself the benefit of all 
.just exceptions to said answer and cross-bill, for answer 
thereto, or so much thereof as he is advised that it is material 
that he should answer, answers and says: / 
1. That he denies the allegations in paragraph 4 of the an-
swer. The Lawyers Title Insurance Corporation h~s never· 
refused to insure the title to any real estate sold or offered 
for s~le by the trustee or substitute trustee under the last 
will and testament of Norvel Knox Wilson, Deceased, but 
on t'4e contrary has insured in the names of the purchasers · 
every parcel of real estate sold by the trustee or substitute 
trustee, and this respondent has no reason to believe that the 
said corporation will not insure the title to the lot mentioned 
and described in paragraph 5 of the bill of complaint. 
2. This respondent further denies ea~h and everv allega-
tion contained in said cross-bill, and c~lls for strict ·proof of 
the same. · 
And now having fully answered the said answer and cross-
bill, this respondent prays to be hence dismissed with his rea-
sonable costs in this lJehalf expended.-
J. L. LANDRAM 
Substitute Trustee Under the Last Will nacl 
Testament . of N orvel Knox ,vnson, De-
ceased. 
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page 29 ~ And upqn another day, to-wit; .At ·Rules held 
- in the Clerk's Office on the first Monday in February~ 
1947. Decree nisi as to Frances Wilson Dowdy and Daisy 
Wilson Keen upon whom service of process was had by the 
Sheriff of the City of Ricltznond, and upon A. Hamilton Wil-. 
son, Margaret Edelis Wilson, Kurtz Wilson, it appearing that 
the three above are non-residents of the State 0£ Virginia, 
process having· been returned showing substituted personal 
ser\fice in lieu of an Order of Publication upon them. 
And upon another day, to-wit: Bill pro confesso on An-
swer and Cross-Bill as to Frances Wilson Dowdy and Daisy 
·wnson Keen, A. Hamilton Wilson, Margaret Edelis Wilson 
and Kurtz Wilson, whereupon said cause was docketed as to 
each of them. 
page 30 ~ And on this day, to-wit: September 11, 1947. 
:MOTION TO STRIKE OUT THE SEPARATE AND SEV-
ERAL ANSvVERS OF SOPHIE H. WILSON, IN HER 
OWN RIGHT AND AS EXECUTRIX OF THE ES .. 
TATE OF WINS F. "WILSON, DECEASED, J. L. 
LANDRAM, SUBSTITU'rE TRUSTEE, UNDER THJ;tJ 
LAST "WILL AND TESTAMENT OF NORVEL KNOX 
WILSON, DECEASED, AND RUTH TANNER WIL-
SON. . 
Elizabeth Wilson Disney, Clara Wilson Eck, Littell Wilson 
and Clara Fox vVilsou, complainants in the cross-bill filed iu 
this ca use., by their counsel, come and move "the Court to · 
strike out the several and separate answers of Sophie H. 
·wnson, in her own right, and as Executrix of the Estate of 
·wins F. Wilson, deceased, .J. L. Landram, substitute Trustee 
under the last will and testament of N orvel Knox Wilson, 
Deceased, and Ruth Tanner Wilson, heretofore filed in this 
c·ause, and assign as their reasons therefor the following 
grounds: 
FIRST: The paragraph numbered Four (4) of the answer 
of Sophie H. "\Vilson, in her own right and as Executrix of 
ihe Estate of vVins F. "\Vihmn, Deceased, attempts to set-up, 
create and establish a ,Tested remainder in the estate of Norvel 
Knox "Wilson, Deceased, in ,vins F. Wilson, deceased, prior 
to the death of the life tenant Ruth Tanner Wilson, a holder 
of the free-hold estate, and contrary to the express provisions 
of the will of N orvel Knox "Wilson .• Deceased. . 
·sECOND: The .paragraphs numbered One (1) and Two 
(2) of the answer of .J. L. Landram, Substitute TrustM un-
ii-. 
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. der the last will and testament of N orvel Kno; 
page. 31 ~ Wilson, Deceased, are not ·responsive to the. cross-
' . · bill as filed in this cause. 
THIRD: The paragraph numbered two (2) of the answer 
of Ruth Tanner Wilson neither affirms nor denies the allega.:: 
tions of the cross-bill filed in this cause, but seeks to establish 
an estate· in her greater than the estate devised to her under 
the will of N orvel Knox ,vilson, deceased, without her hav-:-
ing renounced the will of N orvel Knox Wilson, deceased, as 
required by law, and within the· time required for such re-· 
nunciation; namely within twelve months after the probation 
of the ~ill of N orvel Knox Wilson, Deceased. 
FOURTH: That the separate ,and several answers of 
Sophie H. Wilson, in her own right and as Executrix of the 
Estate of Wins F. Wilson, deceased, J. L. Landram, Substi-
tute Trustee under the last Will and Testament of N orvel 
Knox Wilson, deceased, and Ruth Tanner 1Vilson, and each 
and every paragraph thereoi, ar~ evasive, incomplete and 
insufficient in law to create and establish an estate in any per-
son or persons other than the heirs-at-law of N orvel Knox 
Wilson, Deceased, he having died intestate as to the remain-
der of hi~ estate after the death of the life tenant, Ruth Tan-
ner Wilson, one of the defendants in this cause. 
FIFTH: The contingencies on the happening of which an 
·estate in fee, simple was granted under the will of N orv~l 
Knox Wilson, deceased, never occurred and now are impos-
sible of happening, and subject to the life interest of said 
Ruth Tanner Wilson, the heirs-at-law of Norvel Knox ,vn-
son, deceased, own his estate in fee simple. 
ELIZAB.ETH WILSON DISNEY, 
CLARA WILSON ECK, 
LITTELL WILSON and 
CLARA FOX WILSON . 
CALLOM B. JONES 
MORTON L. WALLERSTEIN 
Their Att~rneys. 
page 32 } Upon another day, to-wit: September 11, 1947. 
ORDER: 
This day, came Elizabeth Wilson Disney, Clara Wilson 
Eck, Littell Wilson and Clara Fox .. Wilson, and asked leave 
to file their motion to strike out the separate and several an-
swers of Sophie H. Wilson, in her own right and as Execu-
trix of the estate of Wins F. Wilson, deceased, J. L. Landram0 
/ 
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Substitute Trustee under the last Will and Testament or Nor-
vel Knox Wilson, deceased, and Ruth Tanner Wilson to the 
cross-bill filed in tliis cause. . 
On Consideration Whereof, said motion is· filed and this · 
cause is set down for hearing on said motion. 
Enter: 
LEON -M. BAZILE, .Judge. 
Upon another day, to-wit: Novembe.r 20, 1947. 
This cause came on this day to be heard ·On the complain-
ant's bill and exhibits filed therewith, the separate .and sev-
eral answers of Ruth Tanner Wilson and Sophie H. Wilson, 
in her own right, and as Executrix of the estate of Wins F. 
Wilson, deceased, the joint and several answers and cross-
bill of Elizabeth Wilson Disney, Clara Wilson Eck, Littell 
\Vil son and Clara Fox ·wilsoli, the bill taken for conf esse:d 
as to Daisy Wilson Keen, Kurtz Wilson, A. Hamilton Wil-
son and Margaret Edelin "Wilson, the last thr.ee of whom have 
been proceeded against as non-residents as _provided by stat-
ute., they having failed to appear, plead or demur to the bill 
of complaint, on the separate answer of J. L. Landram, Sub-
::,titute Trustee under the last "\\Till and Testament of Norvel 
Knox Wilson, deceased, Ruth Tanner Wilson and 
page 33 r Sophie H. Wilson, in her own right, and as Ex-
ecutrix of the estate of Wins F. Wilson, deceased,. 
TO the said cross-bill, the cross-bill taken for confessed as to 
Daisy ·wilson Keen, Frances Wilson Dowdy, Kurtz Wilson, 
A. Hamilton ,\7ilson and Margaret Edelin Wilson, the last . 
three of whom have been proceeded against in the said cross~ 
bill as non-residents as provided by statute, they having 
, failed to appear, plead or demur to the said ·cross-bill, and on 
. the motion of Eliza beth Wilson Disney, Clara Wilson Eck, 
Litten Wilson and Clara Fox Wilson to strike out the sepa-
rnt~ and several answers of J. L. Landram, Substitute Trus-
tee under the last Will and Testament of N orvel Knox Wilson.,. 
deceased, Ruth Tanner Wilson and Sophie H. Wilson, in her 
own right, and a·s .Executrix of the estate of Wins F. Wilson, 
deceased, to the said cross-bill; and was argued by counsel. 
UPON CONSIDERATION WHEREOF the Court doth 
overrule the motion of the said Elizabeth Wilson . Disney, 
Clara Wilson Eck, Littell Wilson and Clara Fox Wilson to 
~trike. out the aforesaid answers, to which action of the court, 
the said parties, by their counsel, excepted. · . . . . 
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.It.being represented to. the Court that the Complainant does 
not desire to take any evidence in.this cmtse, but that certain 
of the respondents do desi11e to take evidence, it is ORDERED-
that the said respondents do take and complete their evidence-
h~rein within 30 days from the date of this DECRE,E .. 
Enter: 
LEON M. BAZILE, Judge .. 
Upon another day,. to-wit: December 18, 1947 .. 
ORDER FILING STIPULATION .. 
This,cl~y·came the· 9omplainan_t herein, and ca:~e also-Ru~h 
.,.. :Tanner Wilson, Sophie H. Wilson, Littell L. vVil-
page 34·}, son, Clara Wilson Eck., Elizabeth Wilson Disney 
· and Clara Fox Wilson by their counsel, and ten-
dered their stipulation of facts, dated December 11, 1947; and 
on their motion such stipulation is now received and ordered 
filed.. · 
Enter: 
LEON M .. BAZILE, Judge,. 
STIPULATION: 
The following f a:cts: are hereby stipulated by the Complain-
ant and by respective counsel for the defendants Rnth Tanner 
Wilson, Sophie H. Wilson, Littell Wilson, Clara Wilson Eck~ 
Elizabeth Wilson Disney and Clara Fox ·wilson. 
l. The Testator Norvell Knox Wilson's mother and father,. 
Sarah B. Wilson and ~ otvel "\Vinsboro Wilson predeceased 
the testator, the mother having died at the age of eighty-
seven years on March 15, 1928, and the father having died at 
the age of forty-three years on September 6, 1878, when the 
testator was eight years of" age. 
2 .. The testator was one of seven children of Sarah B. Wil-. 
son and Norvel Winsboro Wilson, as follows: ~ 
(1) Littell Wilson, who was born .April 4, 1862, and died 
February 18, 1903., at the age of forty years, survived by his 
son A. Hamilton Wilson, and his daug·hter, Margaret' Edelin 
Wilson, both of whom are now Jiving and are parties to thfs 
cause; 
(2) Lily Wilson Hamberlin, who was born October 24,. 
1865, and died intestate M:ay 7, 1938, at the ag-e of seventy-
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(3) Ernst V. Wilson, who was born August 23, 
page 35 ~ 1867, and died dit:,d July 24, 1919, at age of fifty 
one years, survived by his children Littell L. Wil-. 
son, Clara Wilson Eck, Elizabeth Wilson Disney and Etnst·V. 
Wilson, Jr., ·who died in 1941, intestate and without issue, 
and who is survived by Clara Fox Wilson, his _mother and 
sole heir and distributee, Littell L. Wilson, Clara Wilson Eck, 
Elizabeth Wilson Disney and Clara Fox Wilson, being all now 
living and parties to this cause ; 
( 4) Kurtz Wilson, who was born June 24, 1869, and who is 
l)OW living· and a party to this cause; 
( 5) The testator N orvel Knox Wilson, who was born Sep-
tember 7, 1870, and died without issue on September 6, 1939~ 
at the age of sixty-eight years, survived by his widow Ruth· 
Tanner Wilson, whom he married April 14., 1904, and who i~ 
now living and a party to thts cause. · .. 
(6) Daisy Wilson Keen, who was boi•n August 5, 1873, a1l~ 
who is now living and. a party to this cause; and : · ..
(7) Wins F. Wilson, who was born March 9, 1876, and died: 
testate March 6, 1945, at the age of sixty-eight years, leaving ' 
, surviving· his widow, Sophie H. Wilson, whom he married 
'-Tanuary 8,.1920, and who is the executor of his wi~ and s~de 
devisee and legatee tl1ereunder, and leaving surviving also 
his daughter, Frances ·wnson Dowdey, both Sophie H. Wil-
son and Frances ,vnson Dowdey being now. living and parties 
to tl1is cause. 
page 36 ~ 
J. L. LANDRAM 
Substituted Trustee under the last Will 
and Testament of N orvel Knox Wilson, 
deceased, Complainant · · 
ROBER'r G. CABELL 
Counsel for Ruth Tanner Wilson 
:MORTON L. W ALLERSTEIN 
CALLOl\I B. JONES 
Counsel for Littell Wilson and Clara 
Wilson Eck.1 Elizabeth Wilson Disney, 
and Clara Fox Wilson 
"
7ILLIAM H. KING 
Counsel for Sophie H. Wilson 
Dated.December 11, 1947. 
.... 
Supr,eme C~urt of Appeals of Virginia 
NOTICE OF THE TAKING OF DEPOSITIONS: 
I 
To·: J. L. Landram, Substitute .Trustee, etc. 
· Ruth Tanner Wilson 
Daisy Wilson Keen 
Littell Wilson 
Clara Wilson Eck 
Elizabeth Wilson Disney 
Clara Fox Wilson 
Frances Wilson Dowdy 
' ' 
. Take notice that on the 11th day of December, 1947, at 11 :00 
A. M., at the offices of Tucker, Mays, Cabell and Moore, State 
.Planters Bank Building, Richmond, Virginia, I shall proceed 
· t6 take the deposition of Ruth Tanner Wilson, Horace D. 
Faison and others, to be read as evidence in my behalf in the 
above captioned cause; and if for any reason the taking of 
the said depositions be not commenced. or, if commenced, be 
not concluded on the days above fixed, the taking thereof will 
be adjourne.d from time to time until the same shall have been 
completed. · 
Dated this 3rd day of December, 1947. 
SOPHIE H. WILSON, 
in her own right and as Executrix of 
·wins i,. Wilson., Deceased, 
By McGUIRE, EGGLESTON, BOCOCK & 
WOODS 
Counsel.· 
Legal an·d timely service acknowledged: 
. · , page 37 f 
J. L. LANDRAM 
Substituted Trustee under the last ,vm 
and Testament of N orvel Knox Wilson, _ 
Deceased. 
ROBERT G. CABELL 
Counsel for Ruth Tanner Wilson 
CALLOM B. JONES 
MORTON L. W ALLERSTEIN 
Counsel for Litiell Wilson 'and Clara 
Wilson Eck., Elizabeth Wilson Disney, 
and Clara Fox Wilson 
FRANCES WILSON DOWDEY 
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})age 38} DEPOSITIONS. 
Depositions taken pursuant to notice annexed hereto, be~ 
fore F. C. Tilghman, a Notary Public for the State of Vir ... 
ginia at Large, at the offices of Messrs. Tucker, Mays, Cabell 
and Moore, State Planters Bank Building, Richmond, Vir-
ginia, on the 11th ·day of December, 1947, at ~leven A. M. to 
l1e read as evidence on·behalf of Mrs. Sophie H. Wilson,in her 
own right and as Executrix of Wins F. Wilson, deceased.· 
Appearances: William H~ King, Esq., Counsel for Sophie 
H. ·w"ilson in her own right and as Executrix of Wins F. Wil- · 
son, deceased, 
Robert G. Cabell., Esq., Counsel for Ruth Tanner Wilson. 
Callom B. Jones, Esq., Morton L. Wallerstein, Esq., Coun-
sel for Litt~ll Wilson, Clara Wilson. Eck, Elizabeth Wilson -
Disney and Clara Fox Wil~on. 
page 39 ~ RUTH TA.~NER WILSON, 
called as a witness and being first duly sworn, tes-
tified as follows : 
DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. King: 
Q. You are Ruth Tanner Wilspn, are you not? 
A. Iam. 
Q. And you are the widow of Norvell ,Knox Wilson T 
A. That is right. . 
Q. Mrs. Wilson, paragraph numbered 3 of the bill of com-
plaint in this matter refers to four separate parcels of real 
estate lettered (a), (b), ( c) and ( d). Parcel (a) refers to 
1·eal estate described briefly ·as 819 West Grace Street, Rich.: 
mond, Virginia, and paragraph 4 of the bill recites that you 
sig·ned a deed with Mr. Landram and with Mrs. Sophie Wil~ 
~on in conveying that property to a Mrs. Stone. 
Mr. Wallerste'in: Counsel for defendants, Elizabeth Wil-
~on Disney, Clara Wilson Eck~ Littell Wilson.; and Clara Fox· 
"'Wilson, object to this question and its anticipated answer, 
nnd to all other questions and answers of this witness, and,. 
indeed, to all parol evidence which may be introduced in this 
cause on d~f endant 's motion to strike out portions of answers 
1 o defendant's cross-bill, because the crucial question to be 
determine.dis the intention of the testator, Noi:vel ... Knox Wil .. 
l· 
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· · · son as exemplified by the language of the will it-
page 40} self: which language is plain on its face, in which 
event the intention of the testator must be gath-
ered from the will itself; from the words used, the true mean-
ing of the words. 
A. I don't know anything about the property. You mean 
the p:foperty in Chesterfield County Y 
By .Mr. Khl,g'; .. 
Q. No: . -'. 'Phis is 819 West Grace .. 
A. Of--~riurse, I don't remember the person's name. I as-
sume it was Mrs. Stone, if it was Mrs. Stone .. 
Q. You did sign such a deed Y 
· A. Yes, I did. 
· ; Q. Parcel ( c) ref erred to in paragraph 3 of the bill of 
complaint is recited in paragraph 4 of the bill to have been 
sold to a Mr. Scroggs and that parcel is identified ~s a parcel 
of twenty and one-half acres, more or les.s, in Chesterfield 
Oounty~ Virginia. Did you also sign· a deed conveying that 
property? 
A. I did. 
, Q. Parcel (d) referred to in paragraph 3 of the bill is men-
tioned in paragraph 4 of the bill as having been conveyed to 
you by Mr .. Wins Wilson and by Mrs. Sophie Wilson. That 
parcel is described as being in Hanover County and contain-
ing approximately twenty acres of land. Was that 
page 41 t property conveyed to yon f · 
A. It was. · 
Q. Did you pay any consideration fo.r it f 
A. I think it was a small consideration bnt I am not cer-
tain about that. 
-Q. Did you' subsequently convey that property to a Mr .. 
Bentleyf 
A. Yes. ' 
Q. Mrs. Wilson, it has been stipulated by all counsel of 
record and by Mr. Landram, the complainant, that your hus-
band, Knox Wilson, was one of seven children of Saral1 B. 
Wilson and Norvel Winsboro Wilson. I now ask you whether 
Mr. Knox Wilson and !fr. Wins Wilson were ever businesg 
associates Y · 
A. Yes, for many years. I don't know how many. 
Q. In what connection were they business associates f 
A. The Richmond Broom Company. 
Q. Were they the co-owners of that business f 
l 
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A. Yes. . · 
Q. Did Mr. Knox Wilson and Mr. Wins Wilson see much 
of each other during their joint lives' . 
A. They did. I think he saw more of Wins-in fact, I know 
he did-than any of the other family. That is excluding his 
sister.and mother. I mean any of the brothers. . 
Q. It has also been stipulated that you were married to 
M:r. Knox Wilson for approximately thirty-five years. · 
A. That is right. 
page 42 ~ Q. Were you in that period of time able to form 
a conclusion as to the regard that· Mr. Knox. Wil-
son had for Mr. Wins Wilson T · 
A. I certainly did. 
Q. What was your opinion or is your opinion Y 
A. I think they were unusually devoted brothers. They 
had misunderstandings like all brothers do but they held each 
other in the highest regard and aff ectfon, I would .say. 
Q. '\\7 ere you able also to form an opinion of the regard of· 
Mr. Knox Wilson for the family of Mr. Wins Wilson Y 
A. Yes, he always befriended Mrs. Wins Wilson particu-
larly because there was a little friction in the family and he. 
thought she got rather a raw deal. 
Q. Are you able to state the degree of affection that Mr. 
Knox Wilson held for Mr. Wins Wilson as compared with 
other members of the familv? 
A. As I said before, they were closer than any of the oj;hers. 
Of course, his elder brother died before we were married 
so I am not in position really to judge about that. 
Q. You are referring now to Mr. Littell Wilson Y 
A. Yes. Littell is the one that died about two years before 
we were married .. 
Mr. Jones : We desire to enter an objection to the, ques-
tions and answers as they call for a conclusion of 
page 43 ~ the witness and not for facts relative to the rela-
. tionships among the parties, seeking an opinion 
rather than a statement of facts. . 
By Mr. King: 
Q .. Mrs. Wilson, I understand that ·you and your husband, 
Knox Wilson, lived in Hanover County for a number <>{ 
vears. 
• A. Yes, we did. 
Q. During the period that y<;>u lived in Hanover County 
' Supreme Court of Appeals of Virgi~a ·-· ,· 
Rutk T~nner Wilson. 
did . .Mr. Ernst Wilson and his family live in Hanover County 
at any timeY -
· A. Yes, part of the time. · . . 
Q. Were your respective places of residence widely sepa-
rated 7 - · 
A. At one time they were ~everal miles which was quite 
a distance ·in those days because automobiles were scarce but 
. at one time they were within a mile of each other. 
Q. During the period of this joint residence in Hanover 
County, did Mr. Knox Wilson visit Mr. Ernst Wilson and his 
family! · 
A.· Very infrequently. 
Q. It has been stipulated also that Mr. Ernst Wilson died 
in·.1919? 
A. I don't remember any date. • 
Q. Counsel have stipulated that. Did either Mr. Knox 
Wilson or Mr. Wins Wilson contribute to the sup-
page 44 ~ port of the family of Mr. ~rnst Wilson after his 
• 
1deathY 
A. Yes, they did. 
Q. For what period of time did Mr. Knox Wilson contribute 
to the family of Mr. Ernst Wilson Y · 
A. I don't know. · 
. Q. Did he ever cease his .contributions to their support? 
A. Yes. 
, Q. Did he give any reason for ~10t contributing further? 
. A. Well, he probably did but I don't recall exactly what 
it was. 
1 Q. Do you know whether Mr. Wins Wilson continued his 
contributions for the support of the family f . 
, A. Yes, he continued for quite a while after Knox died. 
Q. Did Mr. Knox Wilson ever express himself on the fact 
that Mr. Wins Wilson continued to contribute to the support 
of the family· of Ernst Wilson· .after Mr. Knox Wilson had 
stopped contributing? 
· A. Yes. He didn·'t think Wins was in a position that he 
really could afford to do it be.cause he had a f amilv of his 
own by that time. · 
Q. Did Mr. Knox Wilson ever give you any reason for 
ceasing his contributions to the family of Mr. Ernst Wilson Y 
A. I couldn't ~nswer that question accurately really. He 
did but I don't know that I could say. It has been a long 
time ago. · 
page 45 ~ Q. Had Mr. Knox Wilson and !.fr. Ernst Wilson 
ever been associated in business T 
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A. Yes, they were in the paper b.ox business together be .. 
fore we were married. I think that was about three year,:i 
hefore our marriage-the partnership. · · i ,:· .• ;. 
Q. Did you know Mr. Knox "Wilson at that timeY 
A. Oh, yes, I. h~d known him quite a few years before that 
time. · 
Q. Do you know the circumstances under which that. part-
nership was dissolved as related to you by Mr. Knox wn.. , 
son? . . 
A. Well, he wasn't sa tis:fied with the way things were go-
ing and felt he would rather withdraw and go in other busi;; 
ness. 
Q. Do you know whether the association was pleasant .or 
11ot to Mr. Knox Wilson Y. 
A. No, it wasn't altogether pleasant by any means. 
Q. Turning to another matter, do you know whether or not 
1\fr. Knox Wilson and Mr. Wins Wilson ever gave financial 
:assistance to their brother, Kurtz Wilson Y 
A. Yes, they did. Both of them did. 
Q. What was the attitude of your husband· whenever he 
was called upon to give finan~ial assistance · to . Mr. Kurtz· 
,vnson 7 . 
A. I don't think Knox was as big-hearted as ·Wins about 
that or as soft-hearted, rather, and I think he left that Wins 
really gave more than he should have given. As 
pag·e 46 ~ a matter of fact, he g-ave more than Knox gave. 
Q. Did Mr. Knox Wilson feel that he was being 
properly called upon by Mr.' Kurtz Wilson to assist him finan-
cially? 
A.· No, he did not. 
Q. In 1926 what was the financial position of the children 
of Littell Wilson, namely, .A. Hamilton Wilson and Margaret 
Edelin Wilson! 
A. I know they were very comfortably-I wouldn't say 
wealthy, but they have always been in the most comforfable 
circumstances because Mrs. Littell Wilson's familv had monev 
,rnd she had remarried at that time, I think. I am sure sh~e 
had in 1926. I don't know about the date of her marriage. 
She married Mr .. Powell but I don't know when. · 
Q. That fact was known also to Mr .. Knox Wilson, was it· 
not? 
A. Oh, yes. . 
Q. Can you state what the financial circumstances of Daisy · 
·wnson Keen were in 1926? 
A. Yes. Mr. · Keen was making a very good salary and 
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they were in much better :financial condition than we were,. 
a.s a matter of fact. 
Q .. ·or course, that fact was known to Mr. Knox Wilson 
also? · 
A. Yes, sir. . 
· Q •. Mrs. Wilson, following the death of Mr. Knox Wilson 
- . were yon ever advised that you had the r,ig·ht t9' 
page f:Z/}: .renounce your husband's will, thereby acquiring 
,. ~ for yours_elf greater benefits than t4e will pro-
vided-for you Y 
A. I was. 
Mr. Jones : We object to the question and answer as- tI1e 
question as propounded calls for the legal conclusion 'of the 
witness. 
By Mr .. King: 
Q. Why did you not renounce the will f 
A. Because I u~derstood perfectly the way my hnsbancl 
meant for the money to go and I knew that he only wanted 
me to have a life interest in it and I didn't feel conscientiously 
justified in doing anything ~lse. 
Q. What was your belief at that time as to hotv your bus-. 
band's estate would pass after your deatht 
Mr . .Tones: We object to that becattSe that calls for a con-
clusion of law. 
A. -Well, I knew that ]:le wanted it to pass· to his brother 
· Wins and his heirs, meaning his· immediate heirs-his daugh-
ter and his wife. His wife wouldn't be an_ heir but anyway 
it was to go to them, as ~e always said. 
Q. Then it was your belief that that was the way the prop-
erty would pass Y 
A. Yes, and that is why I didn't contest the will and didn't 
do anything about it because he wanted it to go that way. 
Knox felt he had contributed to the family's sup-
page 48 } port and he felt that ·wins ·was the one to be re-
imbursed. 
Mr. Cabell: Counsel for Ruth Tanner Wilson desires to 
state for the purpose of the record that she is taking no posi-
tion with respect to this ~ontest as evidenced by the answers 
whi_ch she has :filed to the original bill of complaint, as well 
as the cross bill herein :filed She is perfectly willing to tes-
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tify to such matters as lie within her own knowledge but sh~. 
do~s not wish to be considered as a party making any claim: 
in this matter other than the claim to the life estate which · 
it is believed that all counsel concede belong·s to her. I will 
add, for the purpose of clarity, that of course sho'uld it ulti;-
mately be determined that Mr. Knox Wilson is either par-
tially or wholly intestate with respect to the remainder of his 
estate that what I have just said shall not be construed as ii 
waiver on the part of Ruth Tanner Wilson to her right. to 
participate in the estate as an heir-at-law under the statute's 
of Virginia. · 
Mr. )Vallerstein: Counsel for defendants, Elizabeth Wilson 
Disney, Clara Wilson Eck, Littell Wilson and Clara Fox Wil-
. 8on, in cross-examining this witness do not thereby waive 
their objection to all parol evidence which may be 
. page 49 }- introduced in this cause on defendant's motion t), 
strike ·out portions of answers to defendant's 
cross-bill, because the crucial question to be determined is 
the intention of the testator, N orvel Knox Wilson, as ex-
emplified by the language of the will itself, which lan·guage ~s 
plain on ·its face, in which event the intention of the testator 
· must be gathered from the will itself; from the words use~, 
the true meaning of the words. 
Mr. Jones: The defendants ~Jlizabeth ·wnson Disney, Clara. 
Wilson Eck, Littell ~\Tilson and Clara Fox Wilson, reserving 
unto themselves any and all bbjections heretofore entered. 
in the taking of these depositions, and without waiving any· 
rig·hts thereunder, do proceed tc;> cross-examine the. witne_ss , 
as to the surrounding facts and circumstances in the life of 
Mr. N orvel Knox Wilson, the testator. 
CROSS .EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. Jones: · 
Q. Mrs. ·wnson, :OI'r. Norvel Knox Wilson, your .husband, 
was the son of Mr. Norvel ·wnson, a Baptist minister who 
died in New Orleans in 1878 during the yellow fever epidemic 
in that City? Is that correct f 
A. That is correct. As far as the date goes; I 
page 50 ~- don't know anything about the date. · · 
, Q. Following the death of your huspand 's 
father, Mrs. ,vnson, the widow, came to Richmond with her 
children-Littell, Ernst, Kurtz, Lillie, Daisy, Knox and Wins. 
A. That is right. 
Q. When did you first know the family i 
~-
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A. I knew the family-it is awfully hard to say. I think 
I knew Knox :first when I was about fourteen or :fifteen years 
old. That was about the time I knew the family. I am sixty-
five now. You will h1;1,ve to mak.e yo:ur own deductions. 
Q. When were you and Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson married? 
A. In 1904. 
Q. After your marriage where did you live with Mr. Wil-
son T 
A. We lived at 819 West Grace Street with the family for 
six years. Do you want me to tell you where we lived the 
rest of the time? 
Q. No. Were you living there in July, 1907Y 
,· A. Yes. 
Q. In July, 1907, l\fr. Littell Wilson- had married and was· 
living in Wash~ngton, D. C. Isn't that correct¥ · 
1 A. Mr. Littell Wilson died before we were married. He 
died two years before I married my husband. 
Mr. King: At that point I state for the record that it has . 
· been stipulated that Mr. Littell Wilson died in 
page 51 ~ 1903. 
A. I thoug·ht it was two years. It was almost 
two years. · 
J)y Mr. Jones: 
;·Q. Mr. Kurtz Wilson was married at that time also, was 
h.e not, 
·, A. Oh, yes . 
. Q. He.was living· in Baltimore, Maryland? 
·, A. He lived in so many places ,I don't recall but he prob· 
ably was. . 
. Q. Mrs. Lillie Hamberlin was a widow in 1907? 
A. Yes. 
, Q. Miss Daisy Wilson was also married? She married Mr. 
Witcher KeenY 
!. A. What was that elate f 
Q. 1907. . 
'A. She was probably married in 1907, two years after we 
· w.ere married. 
Q. You and Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson were living in tbe 
home of Mrs. Sarah Wilson with Mr. Wins Wilson and Mrs. 
Hamberlin; is that correct. Y 
. .A. That is right. Daisy wasn't living there then. . 
·Q. Mr. Ernst Wilson, tlie father of Mrs. Disney and Mrs. 
Eck, Littell and Ernst and the husband of Mrs. Clara Wilson, 
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were living in the town of Ashland at that time, were they 
11ot? . · 
A. I ~on't· remember. They were no't living in.· 
page 52 ~ Richmond. I don't remember. whether they were 
living in Ashland. 
Q. Later they moved to 'Atlee, Hanover County, VirginiaT, 
Is that correct..;,_about 1909 or '101 · 
A'. I _don't know about the dates. They lived in two place·s 1 •. 
in Hanover County. I can't recall the date. Once they lived· 
about two miles down the road from us and then they were 
about a mile up the road. 
Q. And Mr. Norvell Knox Wilson, visited in the home· of 
1\fr. Ernst Wilson and his family- at Atlee, Virginia·, 
A. He had been there, yes, but he certainly didn;t go very 
often. · 
Q. And in 1910 he .bought a piece -of property in Hanover, 
twenty acres of land near Atlee? Is that correct Y 
A. Yes. · · . 
Q. When Mr. Ernst Wilso:µ 's family and your husband. 
were living at Atlee, Hanover. County, Virginia, the two fam-
ilies were verv close and frequent visitors 7 · 
A .. No, they were not. · The children wer·e but Knox was 
not a frequent· visitor by any means. I was a more frequent 
visitor and when we first moved to Hanover they were living 
down the road about two miles and I don't think we were 
there more than once, but that was because of no cars in those 
<lays and it was bard to get there. 
Q. During the summer Mrs. Disney, then Miss Elizabeth_ 
Wilson, spent her vacations at Mr. Knox Wilson's 
page 53 f home in Hanover? 
A. No, she only stayed there once for any length 
of time and that was after her father's death. I think I told 
Mr. King yesterday. She was there a few weeks. 
Q. In 1919 Mr. Ernst Wilson died, leaving a widow and 
four children. Do you know whether or not Mr. Knox Wil-
son advised Mrs. Clara Wilson relative to purchasing a home, 
on Church Hill out of the funds which she had left after the 
death of her husband? · 
A. I do not. 
Q. Do you know whether or not Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson 
contributed to the support of Mrs. Ernst Wilson until the 
infant children of Mrs. Ernst Wilson were able to earn a liv-
ing for' themselves' 
A. I can't really answer that question. I know he contrib-
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utec:I for a period' of time but he discontinued it before Wins 
Wilson did. 
· Q. D~n 't you know, as a matter of fact, Mr. N orve1 Knox 
Wils-on arranged for Miss Elizabeth Wilson at that time a 
position as a stenographer-secret~ry in your father's place 
of biisin~ Richmond 7 · 
.A. .. "-I·A~ ' · he probably did help to get the job f'or Eliza-
beth: ~ ..-.~-~r r · · · · . 1 
Q. How long did she ·work there, do yon knowY 
. A. I do not.· It was a number of years but I 
page 54 ~ don't recollect the number of years. 
. Q. In 1926 · your father suffered some financial 
rever~es ; isn't that correct Y 
A. That is correct. 
Q. And Mrs. Disney, then Miss Wilson worked with your 
father until she obtained a position with the Lawyers Title 
Insurance Company T Isn't that correct? 
A. I don't know. I think she did but I don't remember ex-
actly about the length of time she stayed there. ·. 
Q. Were Mr. Wins Wilson and Mrs. Hamberlin living with 
Mrs. Norvel Wil~on, the widow of your husband's father in 
1919? 
A. I don't know . 
. Q. Were Mr. Wins Wilson and Mrs. Hamberlin living with 
Mrs. Norvel Wilson, Mrs. Sarah Wilson, the widow of your 
husband's father, in 1919f 
A. Yes. I don't remember the date but he lived there until 
be was married and for some years after he was married and 
-Mrs. Hamberlin did also. 
Q. Mr. Wins Wilson was married in January, 1920; isn't 
.that correct Y · 
A. I don't know. 
'Mr. King:_ It has been so stipulated. 
By Mr. Jones: 
Q. And he continued to live there until the 
page 55 ~ death of his mother in 1928 f Isn't that correct? 
A. That is correct. 
Q. Your husband~s mother died in 1928. · After her death 
where did Mr. Wins Wilson and Mrs. Sophie Wilson live Y 
A~ Up on Monument Avenue, 2800 block. . 
Q. Do you know how long after the death of Mrs. Sarah 
Wilson they moved up there! 
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A. I qon 't know. I should say within a year probably but 
I am not certain. . 
Q. After the death· of Mrs. Hamberlin in 1938 where dia'. 
Mr. Wins Wilson and his wife livef 
A. Mrs. Hamberlin died in their home: She was living with: 
them at the time. Mr. Wins Wilson and his wife took ·her 
when she was practically dying up there to live and she diea 
in their hoine.. · · 
Q. Who qwned the property at 819 West Grace Street ~at 
that time7 
A. Lillie Wilson Hamberlin. 
Q. Upon the deatl1 of Mrs. Hamberlin did not the brothers 
and sisters and the nieces and nephews of Mr. N orvel Knox 
Wilson convey 819 to Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson by deedY: .... 
A. They did not. It was left to him by Mrs. Hamberli~; 
his sister. · 
Q. Do you know whether or not a deed was ever drawn ~Ha. 
executed conveying the property to Mr. Norvel 
page 56 ~ Knox Wilson 1 . : · · 
A. I clon 't know but I know she left it to him in 
her will. I am positive of that because he had contributed. Jo 
her support all of those years and she left him the propertjr:· 
Yo'Q. can find that out, I suppose, very easily but I know tliat 
is the way it was. . 
Q. Do ·you know whether or not _there was any purch~-~ 
money that passed between the parties Y · · 
A. What parties? 
Q. Between the children of Mr. N orvel Knox Wilson's 
father and their descendants when the property was conveyed 
to Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson. : 
A. If it were left to him outright, I didn't think that would 
be necessary but I don't know about it. 
Q. Do you know what disposition was made of the pi;~p .. 
erty, 819 West Grace Street!. .: 
A. It was sold and Mr. King has it there. I don't k~ow 
who bought it. I know it was sold. · 
Q. Who sold the property Y . . . 
A. I don't know who the real estate agent was. It see~s · 
to me it was Thalhimer but I am not certain. ·· 
Q. It was sold after the death of Mr. Knox Wilson, was it 
not? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And after the death. of ·Mrs. Hamberlin Y 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do · you know whether or not the proceeds-
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p,age 57 ~ from that sale wer~ deposited in: the tr-µst fund 
.· · created by your husband, Mr. N orvel Knox Wil-
son! 
· A. I do not. 
. Q. Was any of the money from the sale of any of the real 
estate, which your husband died seized and possessed of, 
. placed in the trust fund in accordance with the terms and pro-
visions of his will? 
A. Well, shall I tell them what was done with the money? 
Mr. Cabell: Tell anything· you do know, Mrs. Wils~:m, but 
nothing that you don't know. 
A. The property that was sold over in Chesterfield County 
went to pay off an indebtedness he owed on stocks that he had 
not bought outright. They were on margin and that was paid 
toward that. 
By Mr. Jones: 
Q. Do you know who did that? . 
A. Mr. Wins Wilson did it,. of course. He was the execu-
tor. 
· Q. And Mr. Wins Wilson sold the Chesterfield property? 
A. To pay off the indebtedness on the· stocks that my hus-
band owned that had not been fully paid for. They had been 
bought on margin. · 
Q. Do you know anything abo~t the handling of the stocks 
by Mr. Wins Wilson as trustee under your bus-
page 58 ~ band's will?. 
, A. Yes. . He usually consulted me about them. 
We talked it over. 
Q. As a matter of fact, were not the stocks that your hus-
band had on margin at the tim~ of his death paid for out of 
the earnings of the stocks that he had, and continued over a 
p_eriod of four or five years until they were discharged at 
Branch Cabell 's, the br'okers with whom he did business! 
A. I think some'of it went that wav but'I don't know about 
th.at. I had complete confidence in my brother-in-law and I 
never questioned him about those things. 
Q . .Your husband died in September, 1939 Y , 
· A. Yes. 
Q. In October, 1939, :Mr. Wins Wilson, trustee under the 
will of N orvel Knox Wilson, and Wins Wilson and Sophie 
Wilson conveyed the property in Hanover to you? 
.A. That is correct · 
I•• 
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Q. How much, if any, did you pay for that property! · .. · 
A. I don't ·know. I think it was ten dollars but I·am not 
certain. · 
Q. The deed recited ten dollars and other.:good· and valu~ 
3ble considerations. . · · : 
A. There wasn't any other valuable considerations -that I 
know except love and high regard. · 
Q. In 1942 you sold this property for $11,0007-
A. That is correct. 
page 5~ } Q. Did that go · into the trust fund or was it re-
tained by you as an individual! 
A. It was retained by me. 
Q. Do you know who purchased the property! 
A. Mr. Bentley. I don't know his initials. 
Q. Do you know who drew the deed for that property! 
A. Do you mean the lawyer Y 
Q. Yes. 
A. The Lawyers Title Insurance Company. I don't know, 
who draws deeds. You could get that information from 
Charles A. Rose & Company. I can't give it .to you. · 
Q. Was it sold through Charles A. Rose & Company? 
A. Yes, it was. 
Q. Do you know anything as fo the recitals that were made 
in the deed whereby Mr. Wins Wilson and Mrs. Sophie Wil-, 
'8011 united with you in· the sale of that property? · . . 
A. No. They just gave it to me because they wanted me to 
11ave it. That is all I know. . 
Q. Then you don't know what was in the deed that you 
signed at that time? · · · 
A. Well, I don't think there was anything unusual in it. I 
don't recall anything of that kind. · 
Q. Do you know anything of the recitals· that were mem-
tioned in the deed of bargain and sale which you signed, to-
gether with Mr. Wins Wilson and Mrs. Sophie 
pag·e 60 } Wilson, conveying the property in Hanover 
County, Virginia, to a Mr. Bentley for the con-
~idera tion of $11,000? · 
A·. I do not. It was just conveyed to me and that is all I 
know. I read it. · 
Q. It was conveyed to you T 
A. Conveyed to me. 
Q. Then you afterwards conveyed it to Mr. Bentley? 
A. Yes. I sold it to Mr. Bentley. 
Q. Do you know what was in tlie deed you signed convey!. 
ing the property to Mr. Bentley! ~ . 
68 Supreme Court of Appeals of' Virginia 
R'IJ,th Tanneir W ils<m . 
.A. No. I don't remember what was in the deed. 
Q. Do you Irnow of any reason why Mr .. Wins Wilson and 
Mrs. Sophie Wilson should have signed that deed? 
· A. Because they wanted me to have it and said I should 
have it. · 
Q. ·They ha~ previously conveyed it to you, Mrs. Wilson t' 
A. I don't know what you mean.. · 
Q. Did not, 1'us. Sophie Wilson and Mr. Wins Wilson unite-
with you in· th~ d~ed which you executed, conveying the prop-
erty in-H•nttver·county, Virginia, to Mr. Bentley for $11,000f 
A. No. They had nothing to do with that. They had given 
'it to me outright and I sold it to the Bentleys. They had 
nothing to do with the Be:µtleys buying the property from me 
because at that time it was mine. 
page 61 } Q . . YOU don't kno,v whether they signed the deed 
with you or not, so yon Y 
A. I don't think so because the property bad been turned 
over to me. I wouldn't think they would sign it. I don't re-:-
member but it was mine at that time or supposed to be mine. 
Q. Do you know who Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson was in busi-
ness with in 1907T -
A. Mr. Ira L. Anderson. 
Q. He and his brother had been in business together until 
, about 1900; is that conect! 
A. J nst about. 
Mr. King: You are ref~ring to his brother, ErnsU 
Mr. Jones: His brother Ernst. ' 
By Mr. Jones: . 
Q. And in 1900 Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson went in business 
with Mr. Anderson in the paper box business here in Rich-
mond! 
A. That is about right. 
Q. And the two were in business in 1907 togetherf 
A. Yes. 
Q. Is it not a fact that in 1907 l\fr. Littell Wilson was suc-
cessfully engaged in a business himself in Washington! 
A. I told yon before that Mr. Littell Wilon died before I 
was married to Knox Wilson. He died two years before we 
were. married. 
page 62 ~ Mr. King: I again state that it has been stipu-
lated that Mr. Littell Wilson died in 1903. 
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By Mr. Jones: . . 
P ~QM,v:a\fnn'oi. l\fr. Ernst Wilson in a s.uccessful business in 
1907?1N.,~ .,of,i '\T·,• k, .... ~,t '14 h: 7• ;n '.: =~·, !, ..... ..,'.,?.fil hn~-in:: .. {~· Ht 
A. I don't remember what business he was in. 
Q. Was he in the paper box. busines's('lrilfisenff,Y 
A. I presume he was. .~ _._ .. ·•t;:._.:: !-f~ 
Q. Was not Mr. Kurtz Wilson .successfully engaged in busi-
ness in 1907? · · .. ·pPv •ni··~~~c~~ ·in 1·n.,~!. 
A. I couldn't remembnr. He has been up ··a~d down so, 
mdnyHimes tbat!'itrwo'tt'ld' be fdiffi~td,t £o"r~!fn(.V~to ~t :Ml-at he, 
wtt§·erfga~d!ltt?bt :thai·tiine.•· d;f !"~1..- ... ·;--· ·~,. f-:. ;! . .7 .. vhit fo, 
Q. Was fNht 1Mt.· Wfo~nWilson employed by the Southern 
Railroad in the City of ·Richmond, Virginia,. in ai-ele11ical -
capacity in 19071 .- .. ·, i .. , !~ :fo.,.w,,' 
.•,.\~.i·iy es\-r,Jitl:ifok he was. 
Q. Mrs. Lillie Hamberlin was a widow living with her 
brother, Wins and her n10tber,-Mrs. Sarah Wilson! ·w :L h1 · 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know where your husband did his personal bank-· 
ing irf:190ft l•.1,,,, whn•,, :·· .. l:~· l·j_, ....... ~~ -~ ~:~; ! 1•:·~ ll"!_:-;;·,:"'.~n, blm:, 
.. A. IU:ritfen 't the faintest idea. 
~- Do )'Ott• lmdw wh~'iie I1eifit1nclled bis person_a} account T . 
· A. It was wherever Meade ·A~sOil.'("Wa.s? I 
page 63 ~ heard him say h~·11sualiy'folldwed'-ffi.m~but,J:ttlo~'t 
know. where Mr .. ·Addis6n w-a's:'lft·~tlittt tune . ..: ,~!)n 
Q. Do you kno\\h'\'\,b~'~ He\liandled ... ~ hit; ,.bahlt ta;ccount in 
1920? . .·. . ~1•W _t',\ : ~.; •. ')i~~:i' "" •'·U "1! I 
"YA.lfNo, I don't know. I didn't even have a bank account 
of my ·owti a:t,th'at '-time. F ,vould:h 't knO"W"!anythhtg.Jabout-1fl:tie 
blink:• ,"ti ) t i h~·! 'i ;(~ (• 1 w \~' \, '"'.IO : I .·.,: n :·,:. t' ;'1,:; ,". ~-·'1 r f ht• 
· ·nQ .. Do you know where he kept his business account in 1907 
anu-1920Y·.1• ., ,H• ·.,·!·:···'I ~ 1-'•'H)! 1 . . ) ~.,. ~ ':•'o.'·, ~:,•:"'·]l ·:· ; ..... ~q()°i 
A. No, but Mr. Faison could tell you. I think· it was the· 
MercUa·n.ts-Naffonali but·I c-Ol'llcln•t tell you. ~-~.;d: !t T't; t.L 
Q. Do .. you know. whether or: not Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson· 
freelvi clisc'l.lsshd rhrs 'per~bnnhrfflairs. 1and1lmsin~ss:uonnllctioos 
• 
0 ;). "' • I • l •"f ' J • \VItJ.l ·,anyon~,-~ ., ! I-. r '"·,. '..,;; ,p;.. t •!•I ~· ., . ., '. t ..!.,~·,: .:) :·,,~n! ,\~ • :t°)J\~ 
\' 1}\.1 •. ffiOtl'Avouldn't. say that he did. 
Q. Ne was 1?1.Hh~'.t r~ti<!(;ntt, \vneflre not? 
1}1.. Yes~.:=1 ~ ·;.t\ .,. ·· ,· ,,.·,·: . ..,. .:, i..-., \' ;. 
Q. And inclined not to discuss his affairs with anyone f 
:A .. 1 rwouldn"i· ,~ay :tJtiat 1he·-~was ~ too ·reHcent' bun~he'!'Wasn 't 
inciined·to·iaistft.Iss,,fhi,igs. ,,, ''.' ~ 1 · ,,·, -.,, (:·d ~' .f-. ~-1 :•· ........ (-1 ;~ 
~···Q. 1Db y-otii·,know+b£ anyone that he discussed his personal 
and business affairs'i.,.it]ri1rf'l:9(:Y7'?'" ··.· :· .... ,.. (':1 ·}~-~ ~·~r:··=-··' 
· f 1 i ,•.: • : ~ 1, ; · Offi 
'I 
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A. I wouldn't know. I ·was . married three years then, I 
knew nothing about business· or business affairs. I had no 
interest in them. 
. Q. In 1920! 
page 64 } A. No. 
Q. In 1939? 
· A. He died in 1939. 
Q. In 1938? 
A. He had. probably discussed them with his brother be-
cause they were in business together but I know the depres-
sion hit hi.in very hard. He discussed that with me. 
By Mr. King: 
Q. ·Wben you say his brother, you are referring to his. 
brother, Wins Y 
A. Yes. 
Bv Mr. Jones: · · 
... Q. Had you seen the will your husband wrote in 1907 at 
·any time prior to the time it was offered for probate.? 
A. No, I had never seen it but I knew practically what it 
was. He told me. 
Q. Did you ever see a copy of it? 
A. No, not until after his death. 
Q. Wben was the first time you saw the will Y 
A. A few days after he died. 
Q. Do you know where he kept the will prior to his death? 
· A. He kept it over in the Merchants National. I don't 
know whether it was down at the Broom_ Company or whether 
it was over in his lock box in the Merchants Na-
page 65 ~ tiorial but I am inclined to think it was the latter, 
the First and 'Merchants . 
. ' Q. From whom was the will obtained after the death of 
your husband Y 
A. Well, I ~on 't know. I went down tl1ere with Mr. WU-
Aon. I really don't recall, Mr. ,v allerstein, whether we got 
it from the Richmond Broom· Company. I have a recollection 
of going both to the R.ichmond Broom Company and down to 
the vault in the Bank and I co1:1Idn 't tell you really whicl1 
place it was. · 
Q. Did not your husband, prior to his deatll, tell you that 
he had made a will providing for you' so long: as you lived? 
A. Well, yes. I always understood that I would get the 
~ncome from the estate as long as I lived. 
Q. Did be tell you that it was a trust estate f 
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A. It was not a trust estate. I. mean in a trust cpmpany. 
Q. But yo_u knew :Mr. Wins Wilson 'Yas the trust~e and he 
was to pay you the- proceeds from that? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Your husband told you thaU 
A. Yes. . 
Q. Did you talk with anyone relative to the provisiotis in 
the will of your husband prior to the death of your husband! 
A. I may have. I couldn't really answer that question.· I 
1 
~m not certain that I did and, on the other hand, I couldn't 
be certain .that I didn't. 
pag_e 66} Q. Did you talk with anyo~e concerning the pro-
sions in the will of your husband f,tfter his death T 
A. I imagine I did. I imagine I discussed it with. my 
family. 
Q. Before the will was ·put on record-probatecJ Y 
A. I don't know, Mr. W allerstein. 
· Mr. Wallerstein: He is Mr. J-ones. 
A. I m1ght have said· something .about it b·ecause I knew, 
about the wilL I mean he had told me and I might have said . 
what I was going to get, my interest in it. I don't know .. 
Q. Did you act on the advice' of this person when you sold 
the farm in Hanover County or was it the s~me per:sonY 
A. No. My nephew was very young and he had just gone 
' in the real estate business after his father's death and I 
don't think I ever discussed it with him ~efore. Certainly . 
l1e would have been too young .. 
Q. Do you recall whom you discussed it with Y 
A. No, I don't recall discussing it but I might have done it. 
Mr. Cabell: Is Mr. Jones making inquiry as to whether 
l\frs. Knox Wilson discussed the terms of her husband's will 
with anyone after· probate proceedings? I understand that 
ii;; the period you are now discussing? 
Mr. Jones: That is right. 
page 67 ~ A. I don't remember ac~urately but I am cer'.tain · 
I must have discussed it. 
]3v Mr. Jones : 
· Q. Do you know of anyone ;YOU discussed it with? 
A. No, but I am_ sure I discussed it. It would have been 1 
:a very natural thing to do and I am quite certain that I ars .. 
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cussed it with quite a few people but I don't remember any 
s~ffic'bc«a.Yiontlotc.,p~rtgt>n.! ,1_)l,~ h\:. ~ (:,. f;. t •:t··.n.e\'f"')J . .r... 
N'f•Q;-,·fF)i~r~ti.:co:fisuiJiYfwi'th t~s person or any other person 
relative to the sale of '819f li~ .: \"tt~'r~:nn , r ,J ~\ C 1H}t' ~~._) ··::mt 
A. Who is '' this person'' I don't know who '' this person'" 
is! ... · I.{;, 11'1• v .... ·.-., xtn~ '·~.1. ~-. ·~;~, .:-,., 
Q. Yoµ.said you discussed it with someone. . 
.A. t~aitl:~:.prt>habl~1~~e1·.hlt'.p~opie;lbut j]·.'said I couldn't 
rem.em~ tjp~UiffeaMJ ahj" {(jif0 peltsprt. in::: ~- .. ~,: ·.'. ~ . 0 I : .:1 ': 
r, QtHWhe~~th~ip1'J~r~. at~@19:'W~st Grace Street was sokl 
wlibmYdic).ydUltaJlt'-~ith)abotii the\,a:l~ oi that pr()pet.tyt : ,,:,: 
'A., I .didn.'t talk with anytonJ~i'{ttbout it. f lWJ.t(! 1pr-0pei;ty was 
sof~ ]jy£M'i,., Wil.abn~ ·i-[:t -wasn!i•s0i~~:"~byth1e. i L ·,.- ·"", ,, ~.l·,i.; 
lQ. t~idh/t \ydU-i.Sign: tb<H.iljet:Uul.l l ·V :~.: .. ' 
~. ll~n~d tltetltl'ed~but li.tht>ught it was a perfectly prope1~ 
thing for him to do but.I didn't have a discus.sion ab«;mt~it~,:-,,)I 
• 1 • +,,;.,.wf1+h·'·, ...1 .... dt ,l~·'· ~f. \'" '\ .I ,.,, ,, . • ,. • \'t' s1mp y s1g·.u:.:.u '" e·u~e • ,,·t · •. ;.", , \l ~.l ···':" ._l,'.i'., •. · 
By Mr. King: 
Q. By "Mr. ·wnson" you are referring to Mr. Wins Wil-
sonf · · 
· page 68 ~ sol\~ Yes. He asked me about it and what .I 
;:tt~f t~.t ~ tho.ugnt~1:;honid b~~--ddne, <;if. ]},thoug·ht,tit·'slrould be 
sold. ..!· JW!l t ,1.:-;i1 !,i :~ ·,:.~ \ i.:. , t Hf.:~·~: ·~ .-;:1, .: .. ,. , .•. 
By Mr. Jones: · · 
chQi•(fiafez:t.ou any letters, papers or memorandum in tlie 
. haidwriting:of: ytttM· husblmd~.l1&1ative-to·'an'y',~h'angt!~; that he 
1,11tlc~xp1h~ssed~'to'"t)tonttba1t-btl'want~'d'-.td :tnak.e it\ his~~Uf;1 · ·: .. 
· A. Absolutely not. · .:'.t(·~1 ~ ·.~:) l7t• , ;, : , , -. i ·. r 
Q. Tpen y<ttf-at"e telying- upon your memory as to wbat yore 
re~MhtoW tliat ~h·e:. told ·y.bu ~ Etmtnt.7itf:- ' u ; i :.c· r ·. ;, ·"' ~ • .~·). · i .- • 
..A. I am. 
-~· I1t1y.our ~irect examination you .made reference to the 
faot 'bhat·tl\ft. ~If"nox <Wtitls-dn twas "l~tti11g;,-:Mv.i·R:111,tz,· Wilsbn 
have Sdtlie~Ei(m~y. t Do\ybwtkut,~:w.netber of ~not it·was\ inL·H1e 
nature of a loan or was i't.ia:,~t,:fi':"om Mt. Norvell Knox:~rn_ 
son to his brother, Mr. Kurtz Wilson f i ?'. '~ ,~ .- : !< ~: ,· .. _. · 
. · A. It was an outright gift at times and other times it was 
a l\\arlrbtttlit.illwa»~i~n'1edtb-n'.1'bdflftoHt{ e-ift.•>· I .• ~ ~ : \, .1 · •• 
·;r - . J' • 0 ...... Q. Wasn't it paid T . ·. ;. : r.~irr:'' a ""·,. 
A. Never. 
Q. Do you know how much money Mr. Kurtz Wilson owed 
your husband; ltlt. tNuri-.el· K11oxt•tWihfon,1 af\·the '.tiinepof•,1,is 
deathf:J-3!.:~ '''-~-, :,~ . ,. , 11" /1 ;·,nn~ ; 't i::.~l !-1 ,\ -~,, o'\ ... h 
~N'i't # 
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· A. I haven't the faintest idea. 
Q. As a matter of fact, the appraisal of your hu.sband's 
estate shows that Mr. Kurtz Wilson was indebted to Mr. 
N orvel Knox Wilson in the sum of $50. Do you know any- ' 
thing about that? . 
page 69 ~ A. I do not. I didn't know he kept a record of 
it. 
Q. Were not the family very fond of each other and visted 
freely, that is, the members in the City of Richmond, among 
each other? 
· A. My husband ne·ver visited anybody freely because he 
'Y"as not a visitor. He visite~l, I would say, very rarely ex-
. cept his mother. He would go to see her practically every day 
during her lifetime. . 
Q. Did Mrs. Lillie "Wilson .Hamberlin always arrange or 
annually arran·ge, I should have said, for a Christmas dinner 
for her brothers and sisters and nieces and nephews living,i:r:i. 
R.ichmond up to the time of her death? ·:;. 
A. Well, as I recall it., it wasn't up to the time of· ·her 
death. She did during a certain period but I don't think she 
\lid up to the time of her dea'.~h. I think they stopped a~t~r 
Mrs. Wilson's death· but I couldn't be accurate about that 
f•ither because I don't remember. · ·· 
: .... ! i: 
By Mr. King: . 
. Q. By Mrs. ,vilson, you mean Mrs. Sarah B. ·wnson Y 
A. Yes, Mrs. Hamberlin 's mother. . ·,1 
By Mr. ,Jones: . . . 
Q. Do you know how old Mr. Wins Wilson was at the time . 
he was married T · 
Mr~ King: That has been stipulated. 
By Mr. Jones: 
page 70 ~ Q. He was forty-four years old, was he not! 
A. I don't know. 
Q. In 1920 he was forty-four years old. Do you kn.o~. 
whether there was any particularly friendly relationship be~ 
tween Miss Sophie Hodgkin and your family, meaning yon · 
and your husband, Mr. Knox vVilson, prior to the marriage q( 
:M:r. Wins Wilson and Miss Hodgkin? · 
A. No, we had only see her a few times. 
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Q. And Mr. Wins Wilson with his wife moved to the home 
of; hifrmother at 819 West Grace Street? 
\A ,w_·., 
+1· · . .i.es. . . . . . . 
,, 
1
·Q. ·And; such· visiting· as w~s :<Ione, ~as visiti:rrg · ~he f ~mily 
1Qf his j inoth'er but' not particularly ·visiting I the family ·or :Mr 0 
·Wms Wilson Y 
· 
1 A. ,'No, !'wouldn't 'draw that distinction. 1 think when 'We 
w:~t. t~e~e we. w:e~t1 ~o · see all ~{ ~~em. 
·:Q. lt ·was· a visit to the household Y 
· :A. 'A ·visit to the household f 
Q. Did. your h1:1sband ·ever··give you any let_ters, pap~r·s or 
memorandums stating what disposition was· to be: made of "his 
prbp~rfy' after your· death other than what·,vas expressed in 
ffie' .. wi.11 t 
... , , A .. No. : ... 
page · 71 ~ Q. · I · believe-· you · testified on your original ex;. 
. ··amination that·you did not renounce the will of 
Y()*-r!1nisband"within twelve= months ·rrom the probate of the 
' :11 a, • Wµ.a.' i ·• • 
• ~-1 That"is, correct. . , 
. ·Q, Is it Iiot"a fact tllat sirice .the death of your husband 
ybu ·,h4ve been· the recipient 1of' the trust estate which was 
·sbt' up· by him ·under· the ·,vill for and during your natural 
life? 
A. Yes. 
Q. Do you know wb.at inter~st, if any, the trust estate now 
has in the Richmond Broom Company? · 
A. No, I do not. 
Q. Did you execute or sign any papers in the reorganiza-
tipn .C>f the. Richmond. Broom Company f 
· ·A. Yes. ·We sold · a· half interest to Mr. Faison. 
Q. You signed the papersY 
A. Yes. 
Q. What was the nature arid character of those papers Y 
A. I don't know. · 
Q. OCJ pon whose advice did you sign them T 
A. ·Well, I don't think it was anybody's advice. It was 
Er<finething that had to be done. It was either a case of letting 
·~uµ have it or letting t~e ~us!ness go. He :wasn't willing to 
wbrk there under· anv other circumstances. 
; . · .·. : Q. Was· Mr. ·wi~s Wilson living at that- time! 
pa:ge' 72 ~ · A. ·No, he was :qot. 
Q. It was after his deathf 
A. After his death. 
. I. 
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Q. Do you know how ·long Mr. ·Faison :w.orked for your 
lmsband, ].\fr. N orvel Knox Wilson Y . 
A. I don't know but quite a long time. . ·; 
Q. Was he .working , for · him ,when .yon .were ma·rried , in 
19047 
. A. Oh, mer9y,. no. · · , 
Q. Do you know when he went to-work'f.or·him! 
A. N 9, I .conn. 
Q. During, the time·· that Mr. Faison was:·einploye.d: by.your 
husband it was in the capacity of .. an -employee.-and:not.:a.;per-
8on, interested; in the business Y :Is that correct! 
A. -That is right. He did: not have::ai;iy inte~est. in' the;busi- . 
ness until after Mr. Wins ,vnson 's death . 
. Q .. Did Mr.'·Faison ·ever· visit in your. home sociallyt 
A. Not much. I think he was tbere.tadew1 times probably~ 
Q. · It was a business relationship that prompted him to 
eome? 
A. No. He and his wife came out there once or twice. 
Q. Did your husband discuss his personal ,and :.business 
affairs;·:with Mr. ·Faison in your·presence? · 
· A. He discussed the Richmond : Broom Company . in .my 
presence. 
. Q. · Did he discuss any of his personal affairs: :in your; .pres-
ence? 
page 73 ~ A. No., he did n<~t. 
Q. Do you know.-whether or not.Mr. NorvelKnox 
,vnson ever- discussed his personal .affairs.-w.ith .Mr. Faison! 
A. I do not . 
. Q. Do. you: know whether ·or not. Mr. Wrins Wilson was a 
f.reouent visitoF :in the :home. of Mrs; Clara.Wilson, the mother 
of Mrs. Disney? 
A. Well, Mr. Jones, as a matter of··fact, weren't any of 
tl1em · frequent visitors. They really weren't visiting'. 
brothers, I wouldn't- say. I :don't think they ever went to 
see each other verv much. . 
Q. Did not th~ "'same relationship exist between all .of his 
brothers ·and sisters that were living in the City of Rich-
mond t 
A. No, I would say that it did not. 
_Q. Do yon know whether· or not after· Miss Elizabeth Wil-
Ron married Mr. ,John Disney that-your husband. Mr.- .Norvel 
Knox Wilson. interviewed MF. Tanner and Mr. Weber of the 
Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Company and, through 
that connection, obtained a position for Mr. John Disney! 
A. Yes. 
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. RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. King: · · · 
i; Q. Mrs. Wilson, it has been suggested that Mr. Wins. \Vil-
son did not freely consult with you regar4ing his 
page 74 ~ actions as tru~tee under your husband's will .. Is 
that or is that not a fact? 
A. That is .Iitit a fact. He always consulted with me. Of-
eourse, there came a time after he had that stroke that he 
could no.t express himself but he. tried to convey to me and . 
succeeded very well with Mr. Landram's assist~mce. You 
see, Mr~·wnson's speech-he didn't coordinate· and couldn't 
express himself. . 
Q. ,By Mr. Wilson you are referring to Mr. Wins Wilson r 
/ ' · A. Mr. Wins Wilson, yes. 
RE-CROSS EXAMINATION .. 
By Mr. ·Jones: 
Q~ When did Mr. Wins Wilson have a stroke¥ I presume 
you mean a paralytic stroke? 
A. I don't remember the day. It was a year or two after 
·my husband died. 
Q. In 1941, wasn't iU 
A .. I think it was about 1941. 
Q. After 1941 did Mr. "\.Vins Wilson or Mr. Landram, his 
attorney, administer the affairs in the name of Mr. Wins WiI-
son f 
· A. They did it together. Mr. Wilson's mind was perfectly 
clear as to :figures and he would.check up on Mr. Landram but 
he, unfortunately, could not express .. himself as much as he 
, · . wanted to but he was perfectly clear on :fig'llres. 
. page ·75 ~ Q. Did he draw the checks payable to you? 
A. Yes., he drew the checks right up to his deatl1 .. 
Q. He did not execute a power of attorney to anyone! 
. A. He did not. 
And further this deponent saith not; signature waived. 
The further- taking of depositions is adjourned until two:.. 
thirty P. M., December 15-, 1947, at the offices of McGuire, 
Eggleston, Bocock and Wood. 
. \. 
. . 
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page 76 ~ Offices of McGuire, Eggleston, Bocock and Wood. 
Richmond, Virginia, December 15, 1947. · 
Met pursuant to .adjournment 
Appeararice.s: As heretofore noted. 
Mr. King: It is stipulated by the complainant and by all 
counsel of record that the date of birth of Ruth Tanner Wil· 
son is March 13, 1882. · 
It is further stipulated that the date of '·birth of Sophie 
H. Wilson is May 29, 1~~7. 
· Mr. Cabell: · Subject. to verification by Mrs. ~11th Tanner 
Wilson, it is perfectly agreeable to so stipulate. · 
Mr. Wallerstein: That is agreeable with us . 
. · Mr. King: It liaying been suggested at the taking of tbc 
deposition of Ruth Tanner Wilson that the deed made by 
lier of approximately twenty acres of land in Hanover County. 
to the Bentleys was joined in by ·wins F, Wilson and by 
Sophie H. 'Wilson, I now wish to off er in evidence, as Exhi'~_it 
Ruth Tanner Wilson No. 1, a certified copy of a deed dated 
1\Iarch 13, 1'944, from which it appears that the sole grantor 
is Ruth Tanner w·ilson~ widow~ and that the· g-rantees, are 
Har.old C. Bentley and Catherine L. Bentlev as tenants bv 
the entireties. _Tb~ deed conveys the twenty acres referred 
to iu Hanover County, Virginia. The consideration. recited is 
$11,000. The deed recites that it is made with gen-:-
page 77 ~ eral warranty of title and the usual English cove--
nants are stated in the deed. 
. . 
HORACE DEvVEY FAISON, 
ealled as a witness by j.he complainant and being first duly 
.sworn, testified as follows : 
DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. King: 
Q. Mr. Faison, will you please state your full name? 
A. Horace Dewey Faison. 
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Q. You are the manager, I believe, of the Richmond Broom 
Company Y Is that correct? . 
A. Yes, I am manager and co-owner of the business now. 
Q. How long have you been connected with the Richmond , 
Broom Company? . 
A. Since 1915, I think it was. 
· Q.''How long have you occupied the position of manager Y 
A. I took charge of the business. in the spring of 1923. 
Q. Can you tell us when, or approximately when, the Rich-
mond Broom .Company was organized.and by whomY 
.A. Well, as far as I could check the records back, it was 
organized, I thought in 1900. It was somewhere between 1900 
and 1905-early in the 1900s, I would say, at least. Mr. Wins 
and Mr. Knox Wilson were the ones that organized 
page 78 ~ it. I think originally they bought some other in-
.. - · terests out ~nd organized it as the Richmond 
Broom Company. 
· Q. Early in the 1900s f 
A. Early in the 1900s, possible 1900 or shortly thereafter. 
The books go back only so far and I do recall having checked 
back after I took charge of our business. It was a corpora-
tion. 
Q. At the time you came with the business who were the 
owners? · 
A. Wins and Knox Wilson. 
Q. Did they continue to be the joint owners until the time 
of-the death of Mr. Knox ·wnson? 
i A. Yes., sir . 
. Q. The record shows, Mr. Faison, that at sometime Mr. 
Knox Wµson came to the Richmond.Broom Company and oc-
cupied an office there~ Can you state approximately when that 
took place and the. circumstances under which it occurred 1 
A. Yes, I remember that very vividly because he didn't 
want to come down there. It was in 1923 when I took charge 
of our business. Mr. Wilson at the time .was not engae;ed in 
any business. He formerly had been in the Anderson-Wilson 
Paper Company but wben the Lexington Hc;>tel burned their 
. business burned with it. It was probably in 1921. He didn't 
go back in the paper business. He gave up his interest in 
the business when they 1·eorganized. So when I took charge 
of the business the man who had been manager 
page 79 } ahead of me left and there was no one else but me 
there and I told Mr. Wilson that l1e knew nothing 
of the business but someone had· to be there because I was 
out of town occasionalli and finally he agreed to com.e down 
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and spend a portion of his time. He came down and promised · 
. me to stay there if I was out of town. Th.at is the way pe 
.started to working down there.. He never did dQ anything 
but occupy the ~ace and keep the books maybe. He wasn't 
interested in the business. 
Q. Was Mr. Knox Wilson there at the Richmond.Broom 
Company continuously from 1923 until his death until 19391 
A. Yes, sir. He came in every morning unless on rare oc-
casions he was si'.ck, very rarely. He had sciatica-was the 
only U,me he was sick in that time. He was a man in ihe best 
health I have ever seen. · 
· Q. Durin_g that period of time of approximately sixteen 
years did you occupy the same office with Mr. Knox Wilson, 
A. As close as I am to yon, yes, right across from mine. · 
Q. Did you come to know him well in that period of sixteen 
years? · 
A. I think I knew him about as. well as anybody knew him. 
Q. Were you, during that period of time, able to form any 
opinion from conversations with him ~eg·arding any affection 
he mav'have had for Mr. Wins Wilson t . 
. . · A. Well, I think they talked together on the 
page 80 } phone practically every day or perhaps several 
times a week. I think they were pretty close be- · 
·eause they-·.discussed their personal affairs an awful lo·t be-
tween them. In other words, what one knew, the other one 
'invariably knew and I guess you have got to t~k quite a 
little of a man to do that, even if he is your brother. I just 
,don't know of any two men that could have been hardly 
eloser. Frankly, it was my personal opinion they were just 
·about as close as it was possible for two people to be, if 
that is what you are trying to drive at, from a personal stand-
point. ' 
Q. That is what I bad in mind. ·were you able to form any 
eonclusions regarding any affection that Mr. Knox Wilson 
liad for his sister, Mrs. Lillie Haberlin? 
A. I think he was equally fond of her because, to my per-
Ronal knowledg-e, every month he sent her a · check to help 
lier financially and people don't usually give others money . 
unless they are at least fond of them. He did that every 
month. · 
Q .. Do you know:, Mr. Faison, whether Mr. Kurtz Wilson 
ever called on Mr. Knox Wilson for financial assistance f 
. A. Occasionally. At least, I don't know how often. He 
wo'nld write him. He , didn't get down to see him often. He 
would get letters every once in a while. I could always tell 
80 
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when he got a letter from Ku.1·tz ~ecause he _would start ~iI-
. ing. He would write h1m for assistance and· qmte-
·page 81 ~- often ,.Mr. Wilson helped him · out. I know it got 
· · obnoxious to him because he made· remarks one 
day and said he was sick and tired of Kurtz getting it:i a jam 
and calling on him. It was that type of remark. He was 
emphatic about it. 
Q. Do yon know whether any members , of the family of 
Ernst Wilson ever called on Mr. Knox Wilson at the Rich-
mond Broom Company? · 
A. I remember when Mr. Knox :first came down to the Rich-
mond Broom Company. We were down at 28th Street the11. 
Once in a while some young children would come in and I 
· asked him who they w~re and he said they were some of 
Knrtz's children. 
Q. Kurtz's 'or Ernst's¥ 
, A. I mean Ernst's children. Ernst was the red-headed 
one that used to. be in the Fibre Board Company and diecl 
some years prior to that. That is the only time I cap recall 
them coming in. 
Q. Did he ever make any remarks to you concerning such 
visitst 
A. I can't remember offhand that he did, except that they-
were Ernst's children. Of course, I wouldn't remember from· 
time to time what he would say. It.has been too far and I bad 
too many other things to think about but I know once -in a 
1 while he made a remark-whether it was after one of those 
visits, I would swear-that his .people looked like they never 
called on. him for anything unless they wanted 
page 82 ~ some assi~tance or to use llim for sonie advantage. 
· Whether he was ref erring to those children or to 
Kurtz, I couldn't say, but I know I have heard him on various 
occasions make remarks to that effect. I don't recall him 
having definitely put his finger on one person and having· 
said that. Yo'u sit in an office with a man and be makes re-
marks and it ends at that. · · 
Mr. Jones: Tl1e defendants, Elizabeth Disney, Mrs. Clarn 
Eck, Littell Wilson and Mrs. Clara Fox "'Wilson, reserving-
unto themselves any and all objections 11eretofore entered iK 
the taking of the·se depositions and, witllout waiving· any· 
rights thereunder, do proceed to cross-examine the witnes~ 
as to the following facts and circumstances in the life of Mr. 
Norvel Knox Wilso~, the testator. 
/ 
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CROSS EXAMINATION. 
· By Mr. Jones: 
l· 
Q. When did you first know Mr. N orvel Knox Wilson Y 
A. Shortly. after becoming affliated with the Broom Com-
pany in 1915 or a few months thereafter. He. was uptown 
and I had occasion to me~t him shortly after going with tjle 
Company in 1915. 
Q. His office at that time was on 10th Street, was it noU 
. A. No, they were on Cary Street, just above 
page 83 ~ 12th, right back of where the old Lexington Hot~l 
used to be at 12th. I don't know the number but 
it was in the 1100 block of East Cary. · 
Q. When did you first know Mr. Wins Wilson T · 
A. About the same· time. They were connected in business 
and naturally 'I got to know tl1em. . 
Q. Did Mr. Wins Wilson devote any time in the business:, 
A. None whatsoever. 
Q. He was a clerical employee of the Southern Railroad · 
at. that time, was he not 1 
A. He was with the Southern. I don't know.what position 
he held. · 
Q. You were one of the witnesses by whom the. will of Mr. 
Knox Wilson was proven in Hanover Courthouse, we1·e you· 
not,. Mr. Faison T . 
A. That is right. I think I was. Was I out there theiiY 
I am not positive. I had to make two or three trips around. 
I don't know whether I was or not. I was one of the ap-
praise.rs., I believe, of the estate. The 'records will tell. You 
took me out there or I went out with Wins for some purpose. 
Q. Do you remember the character of paper that. Mr. Knox 
'Wilson's will was written on 1 
A. A piece of white paper. 
Q. Ordinary white paped 
A. I think it was. 
. Q. When did you first see the will of Mr. Knox 
page 84 ~ Wilson? , 
A. I don't remember. It was before he died 
though because he told me it was in the safe. 
Q. -At the office, wasn't iU 
A. At the office of the Richmond Broom Company. 
Q. Did you know Mr. Knox Wilson when he lived in Han-
over at Atlee, prior to tl1e time that you became identified 
with the Company in 19151 
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A. No, sir, I didn't know Mr. Wilson prior to the time of 
becoming identified with the Company. . 
Q. Do you know whether or not Mr. E:nox Wilson and Mr .. 
Ernst Wilson rode in on the Chesapeake and Ohio accommo-
dation train every morning from Atlee- to Richmond f 
. · A~ I don "t know that they did,. no. 
· Q. You don't know that they went back every afternoon 
on the same train, do you? . 
A. I do not . 
. . Q. Do you recall the death of Mr. Ernst Wilson f 
A. No, sir. I remember when Ernst Wilson died but no 
facts about it because he died about £our years, I think, three 
or four years before I took charge of our business and I was 
out of town quite a gooq deal during that period onp travel. 
Q. Do you know whether or not, as a matter of fact, Mr . 
. - · Knox Wilson monthly sent a contribution to Mrs. 
page 85 ~ Clara Fox Wilson, the widow of Mr. Ernst Wil-
.. sonY 
A. Do I know whether he sent.it? 
Q. Yes. 
A. Definitely not. . 
Q. Have you any idea how much Mr. Kurtz Wilson was in-
debted to Mr. Knox WilsonY 
A. I can't tell you that. That is his own private business. 
All-I know is when he would call on him. I don't even know 
the extent those calls w:ere, whether small or large. He never 
ela.borated on them.. · 
· Q. Do you know whether or not he took a note or any other 
qharacter of ins'trument showing an indebtedness for what 
Mr. Kurtz Wilson borrowed from Mr. Knox Wilson? 
A. I do not. 
Q. You said that you were one of the appraisers of the 
estate. 
A. I think I was, yes, sir. . 
Q. Do you recall in the appraisal that you listed among the 
assets of Mr. Knox Wilson an indebtedness from Mr. Kurtz 
Wilson of $50? · · 
' A. I don't recall it; I certainly don't. If it were there, 
well, okay, but·I don't remember those little details like lots 
of stocks and all. 
Q. What is the name of· the -Company that you arc now 
- . identified with Y 
page 86 ~ A. Richmond Broom Company. 
Q. Is it a corporation f 
A. No, sir, it is a partnership. 
'i 
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Q. Is this partnership established by an agreement amon'g ·· 
nll the partners t · 
A. It is. 
Q." How is the interest of each of the parties set up under,. 
that agreement? . 
A. Do you mean the ownership interests T 
Q. Yes. 
A. And the percentage? 
Q. Yes. 
A. Fifty per cent of the partnership interest I own. 
Q~ Who are the other partners in the business Y 
A. Twenty-five per cent interest is owned by Miss Sophie 
Wilson and twenty-five per cent is held by the estate of N. 
Knox Wilson. 
Q. Is there a voting power in this partnership! 
.A. No, sir. 
Q. Under the partnership you are made the sole manager t 
A. I am made the sole mana~er of the business. 
Q. When was this partnership established among those 
parties! 
A. I think it was September, 1945, after the death of Wins, 
of course. 
page 87 } Q. Mr. Wins Wilson died in March, 19451 
Pi.. Yes. · 
Q. And the September following this partnership contract 
was entered into among the parties which you have men-
tioned? 
.A. That is correct. 
Q. Prior to the death of :M:r. Knox Wilson who were the. 
partners and what was t1Jeir relationship in the partnership, 
if you know? 
A. Wins and Knox Wilson. 
Q. Do you know what re1ationship that wasY 
A. Yes, sir, fifty-fifty. , · 
Q. Are there any writings or papers showing that in the: 
files in the. Richmond Broom Company? 
A. Yes, sir. They were incorporated up until 1926. In 
1926 they gave the charter up and operated as a joint part• 
1iership from then until 1939 when this change was made. 
Q. You mean in 1945 the chang·e was made? 
.A. That is right. Mr. Knox Wilson's estate maintained 
his interest in that business, his fifty per cent ownership from 
1939, the time of his death, up until 1945. The estate con-
tinued to hold his interest in the business, 
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:· · Q> Was .there any consideration for the purchase of your 
.interest in the business T · 
. A. What do you mean-was there any consider-
page ·88 ~ ationf · · . 
Q. Did you pay anything· for purchasing the in-
terest? 
. A. Y e~,-~it.; 
Q. You--put capital in tbe bnsinessf 
A. I matched their capital. · 
Q. And do you know what disposition was made of the 
money that you put in lhe bnsinessf 
·A. Yes·, sir, it is in there· right now .. 
~Q. It is in the business t . 
A. Yes, sir. We just doubled the size of the business. In 
other words, we doubled tl1e operating capital of our busi-
ness. · : 
· Q. In other words, you agreed on a fixed value of' that busi-
ness and then you agreed to put in an. equal amount in order 
· that you may become a full half owner of the business? 
.A. That is correct, sir. What we actually did, 'to be· frank 
about it, we took the actual net worth of the business as of 
~hat da~e and we paid the estate of Wins Wilson $1,000. 
Mr. Landram: It was $500 each. 
A. That is right. We paid'them $500 each. It was $1,000 
between them. I matched the other. one to make it an equal 
figure.; In other words, we paid them $500 each and the bal~ 
ance of it I put the same amount up. 
By Mr. Jones: 
Q. You paid $500 of that to the Substitute Trustee in the 
place and stead of Mr. Wins F. Wilson! 
A. Yes. 
page 89 ~ Q. Yon didn't pay it to Mrs. Ruth Tanner· Wil-
son? 
A. We paid it to the estates. We _didn't pay it individ-
ually. We paid it to the estates. · · 
Q. In their · names as executors Y 
A. Yes. · 
Q. In the name of Mr. Landrum as Substitute Trust~e! 
A. Yes, we paid the Trustee of the estate. 
And further this deponent saith not; signature waived. 
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the complainant, being first duly sworn, testified as follows:: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION. 
By Mr. King: 
Q. Will you state your full name, please? 
A. James Littleton Landram, age forty-nine. 
Q. You are Trial ,Justice of Hanover County and are also 
a practicing lawyer, are you not? · 
A. lam. 
Q. Mr. Landram, you have just heard Mr. Faison testify 
concerning· bis purchase of an interest in the Richmond 
Broom Company. In connection with that purchase, did you 
represent Mrs. Sophie H. \Vilson and Mrs. Ruth Tanner Wil-' 
sonY 
A. Yes, I did. 
Q. vVill you state for the record briefly your 
page 90 ~ recollection as to the money that was paid by Mr. 
Faison for his fifty per cent interest in the busi-
ness and just lww the matter was handled Y 
A. At the dea~h of Mr~ Know Wilson the Broom Company 
was owned jointly by him mhl his brother Wins and they had 
a capital of $13,000 each invested in it. After Mr. Wins Wit.:. 
son died, in order to keep 1\·l r. Faison as manager of the Com-
pany they had to agree to take him in as a partner. He was 
the only man who knew anything about the business and, un:.. 
less we did tlrnt, he was gettipg ready to pull out from the 
business and either go in a similar business for himself or· 
with some other broom company. There was no one else con-
nected with the Broom Company that knew anything about 
it. Mr. Wins \Vilson k11ew absolutely nothing about the op-
eration of the Company himself. 1 • 
After discussing the matter with Mr. Faison over a period. 
of time and in conjunction with Mr. Peac4y Ryland of the 
First and Merchants National Bank, who is a cousin of Mrs. 
Sophie Wilson, we finally came to an agreement that we en-
• tered into which was to capitalize the Company at $50,009 
with a half interest to l\fr. Horace D. Faison and a fourth in-
terest each to the estate of N. Knox Wilson and Sophie Wil.:. 
son who had succeeded to the interest of Wins Wilson under 
his will. In reorganizing tlie partnership, the estate of Knox 
\Vilson received a check for $500 and Mrs. Sophie 
page 91 ~ Wilson a check for $500, reduciIJ.g the capital of 
each of the estates to $12,~00 which makes the 
,. 
,-
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capitalization of the Company now $50,000. Mr. Faison de-
posited cash of $25,000 to the credit of the partnership. '. 
Q. The pleadings in the case referred to the conveyance by 
the estate of Mr. Knox Wilson of three. separate parcels of 
real estate, described in your bill of complaint in paragraph 
3 as parcels (a), (c) and (d). The complaint further recites 
. that parcel (b) is still held by t4e estate. Parcel ( d) it has 
1:>een testified was conveyed by Mr. Wins Wilson as trustee 
ana by Mr. Wins Wilson in his own right, and his wife, Sophie 
Wilson, to Mrs. Ruth Tanner 'Wilson. Ruth Tanner Wilson 
'Exhibit No. 1 shows that this same parcel was later conveyed 
by_her to a Mr. and Mrs. Bentley as tenants by the entireties. 
Will yon state whether Lawyers Title Insurance Corporation 
guaranteed the title in all of the instances I have mentioned? 
Mr. Jones: We object to the opinion of U1e Lawyers Title 
Company relative to the title of any of the real estate of 
which N orvel Knox Wilson died seized and possessed as it 
is merely persuasive and not binding, it being solely a mat-
. ter for the Court to determine the title for the real estate and 
the parties who are entitled to share t4erein. 
Mr. King: In connection ,vith that objection, I point out 
that the answer and cross-bill of Littell Wilson, 
page 92 ~ Clara Wilson Eck, Elizabeth Wilson Disney and 
. Clara Fox ,vnson contains a denial that such con-
veyance was insured by Lawyers Title Corporation. Under 
such circumstances it is submitted that the question and .an-
swer are proper. · . 
Mr. Jones: The answer and cross-bill as filed is in reply to 
the original bill of complaint which sets up that a question 
had arisen ~s to the title to_ a piece of property on Albany 
~treet in the City of Ricl1mond. In the answer of Mrs. Sophie 
H. Wilson she beg·s the issue by stating· that the Lawyers 
Title Insurm1ce Corporation had insured the title to certaw 
real estate of which N orvel Knox \Vilson died seized anct 
· possessed. For those reasons, as well as for the further rea-
son as set up by them that the Estate Tax Department of the 
Federal Government bad also appraised Mrs. Sophie H. Wil- • 
son as the beneficiary of the estate of Wins F. Wilson and._of 
N orvel Knox Wilson, I object . 
. 'A. It did. 
By Mr. King: · . 
. Q. Has Lawyers Titl~ Insurance Company ever refused to 
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guarantee a conveyance of any of these. three parcels since 
th~ death of Mr. Knox Wilson, so far as you know! 
Mr. Jones: Wre object to the question in that , 
l)age 93 ~ it is solely the province of the Court- to ·determine 
the rights of pa1~ties under the laws of the State 
of Virginia and not the right of the Lawyers Title Insuranoe · 
Corporation, as it does not occupy the position in· the ad-
ministration of justice in the State that 10 Downing Street 
does in the administration of the affairs of England. 
A. It has never refused to insure a title that I have ever 
heard of. 
By Mr. King: 
Q. Parcel { c) ref erred to in paragraph 3 of your bill of · 
cpmplaint is a parcel containing twenty and one-half acres, 
more or less, in Chesterfield County, Virginia. Since that 
·parcel was sold by the estate of Knox Wilson, as recited in 
the bill of complaint what development has been made of it, 
if any .. if you know Y 
A. The Knox Wilson estate had a one-half undivided in-
terest in that. The other one-half interest was held by the. 
·. -estate of Ira Anderson. Since the sale of it, it bas been sub-· 
divided and is now in a subdivision with, I imagine, 150 to 
200 houses on it. 
Q. Mr. Landram, you·now represent Mrs. Sophie .H. Wil!. 
-son as executor of the estate of Mr .. Wins F. Wilson in con-
nection with the assessment of Federal Estate Taxes 1 
A. I do. 
page 94 } Q. Will you state please, how the Federal Gov-
' ernment has treated anv interest that Mr. Wins 
Wilson's estate may have in the estate of Mr. Knox Wilson. 
Mr. Jones: We object for the reasons previously stated, 
that is, it is the province of the Courts of this State to con-
. strue wills, deeds and like _instruments and not the opinion 
of the Tax Collector. · 
A. In preparing the Federal Estate Tax return of Wins 
·wnson, the question arose in my mind whether or not Knox. 
vVilson 's estate should be included as part of the estate of 
·wins F. Wilsori for the reason that if it was not included 
there would lmve been no Federal Estate Tax on Wins F. 
Wilson's estate. If it was included there would be consider-
able tax. Therefore I wrote to the Commissioner of Intern~! 
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Revenue in Washington stating the terms of the will of N-
Knox Wilson, deceased, and asked for advice as to whether 
or not it should be included in the estate of Wins F. Wilson .. 
They advised me that they ·thought it was taxable and that 
it should .be ·included. It bas been included in the Federal 
Estate, Tax· and. the Virg'inia Inheritance Tax report and, as:· 
a result. of including it in the F,eder~l Estate Tax, the tenta-
tive assessment for Federal Estate Tax purposes is $11,967.14 
of wi·1ich $4!919 .. 29 is attributed to the interest of "'\i\Tins F. Wil-
son ;s estnte in the wl1ole estate and the sum of $7,047.85 is 
attributable 1 o the remainder interest of N orvel Knox Wil-
. son~s estat,~ which is included in the report of the 
page 95 ~ estate of Wins F. \Vilson. Of that amount $4,-
919.29 has been paid but the tax report has yet 
to be audited and approved by the Tax Department. That 
has been .held up· awaiting the outcome of this suit .. 
Q. Who paid the $4,9191 
· A. The estate of Wins :b,. Wilson. . 
-Q. Exhibit No. 2 with the bill of complaint is a certified 
· copy of the order of probate of the will of Norvel Knox Wil-
son and recites that you and Mr. lt-,aison appeared at the pro-
bate proceedings before the Clerk and identified the handwrit-
ing of Mr. Knox Wilson. You are familiar with the hand-
writing of Mr. Knox Wilson, are you nott 
A. Yes, I am. 
Q. At the foot of the will of Mr. Knox Wilson, a copy of 
which is E.xhibit 1 with the bill of complaint, appears the date 
''July 20, 1926.'' Will you state whether on the original will 
that date of July 20, 1926, is in the haudwriting of Norvcl 
Knox Wilson Y 
l\{r. Jones: We object on the ground tllat the will, tog·ether 
with its notations, has been probated and proved by Mr. 
Faison and Mr. Landram as being wholly in the handwriting 
of Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson and at this time it is not admissi-
ble· evidence to prove other than what the will itself speaks 
for as probated. 
page. 96 ~ .A. In my opinion, it is in the handwriting of :Mr. 
Knox Wilson. 
· By l\fr. King: 
Q. During the lifetime of Mr. K~ox Wilson and Mr. Wins 
Wilson you acted as counsel for them on several occasions, 
did you not f ' 
• \ I 
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.A.. I did for Mr. Knox ,vnson and I afterwards repre-:-
sented Mr. Wins Wilson in the settlement of his sister's· 
estate, Mrs. Lillie Wilson Hamberlin. · 
Q. Did you in _either connection have occasion to go to the· 
lock box of Mr. Knox Wilson? 
.A.. I never went to the lock box of Mr. Knox Wilson bntil 
.after his death. After his death and sometime during the 
qualification and appraisement of his estate I did go with Mr. 
Wins '\Vilson to the. lock box that they had at the First and 
Merchants National Bank which was in the joint names of 
Wins '\Vilson and Knox Wilson. 
Q. Were the personal papers of each kept in that lock box7 
.A.. Yes, that is botb of them had stock certificates and other 
papers in there and deeds and insurance policies and things 
like that. 
Q. It was a joint lock box f 
A. Y ~s, a joint lock box. . 
Q. Upon the death of Mrs. Lillie Hamberlin in 
page H7 ~ 1938 was there any request made of you to take 
any action with a view toward the clue administra-
tion of her estate¥ 
A. Yes. I was consulted bv Mr. Wins .. Wilson and Mr. 
Knox Wilson at the time. A( that time they brought to me 
an envelope containing a paper. The envelope was marked 
'' Lill 's will, rough copy," but .the paper itself which was in-
tended for a will was not signed. They asked m~ about pro-'1 
bating it and I told them I was of the opinion it Qould ·not be 
probated as long- as it was not signed. They seemed. to think, 
it should be because i;he had marked the envelope as contain-
ing her will. I told them that I would· take it up with Judge 
Moncure for their satisraction and see what he had to say 
about it. I went to the Chancery Court and discussed it with 
'Judge Moncure aml he said it could not be probated. After 
Mr. ·wins ·w'ilson qualified as administrator of Lillie Wilson 
Hamberlin 's estate and Mr. Knox Wilson went surety on his 
bond, I handled the legal end of it in having· him qualified 
and filing his accounts and having some stock transferred. . · 
Q. vVas an effort made to carry out the terms of the un-
sig·ned will of Mrs. Hamberlin? . 
A. Yes. The terms of the will were carried out. As coun-
t,;el for the Wilsons I prepared an agreement which all the, 
heirs-at-law and distributees of Lillie 'Wilson Hamberlin 
signed, ag·reeiug that the instrument which purported to be 
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her will should be carried out in detail and it was; 
page 9_8 } Q. Then in legal fact Mrs. Hamberlin did die 
intestate? 
.A: Yes~ . Q. But for practical purposes her estate was administered 
as though she had died testate in reliance on the unsigned 
will which you have just mentioned. 
A. That is right. 
Q. Mr. Landram, how long had you .known Mr. Knox Wil- · 
son at the time of his death y· 
A. I had know Mr. Knox Wilson since about 1912. He lived 
at' East .Atlee in Hanover County and that winter I was go-
ing to school at Atlee High School. I used to see him get on 
and off the train at East Atlee when I would get off in the 
.morning and go to school and in· the afternoons when I would 
get on to come home. I didn't become personally acquainted 
with him any more than by sight. But for the last fifteen or 
twenty years I have known him rather intimately, for the rea-
son that he rode the same train that I would ride in coming 
backward and forward to my office"in Richmond and we would 
quite often sit together and talk and in the latter years he 
didn't ride the train in the afternoon for the reason that he 
ohly stayed at the Broom Company for half a day and Dr .. 
· I. K. Redd who lived next to him at Atlee used to come 
through Richmond on his calls and most of the time he would 
go out early with 'Dr. Redd but he rode the train practically 
every morning until a few rµonths before he di~d. 
Q. Did Mr. Knox ·wnson ever speak to you 
page 99 r about Mr. ·wins Wilson °1 
A. He mentioned him quite often in his talks .. 
Q. Did he ever speak to you about other members of his 
family! 
.A. No, he did not. I never heard him mention any other 
members of the family until his sister died and they asked me 
about helping them to administer the estate. Until that time 
· I never knew he had any other brothers or sisters. 
"'Q. Were you able to form any conclusion from his conver-
sations with you of his relationship with his brother, "\Vins 
'Wilsou.Y . 
Mr. Jones: I object. It calls for a conclusion of the wit~ 
ness and not a statement of fact. 
A. He mentioned his name quite often in talking and you 
would see them tog·ether frequently together on the streets 
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bere in Richmond and they appeared to be very fond of each 
<1ther and very close to each other. 
CROSS EXAMINATION. 
Bv Mr. Jones: 
~Q. Mr. Landram, in the bill of complaint filed by ·you in the · 
Circuit Court of Hanover County, Virginia, seeking a con-
struction of the 'will of N orvel Knox ·wnson, you recit~ that 
some question had arisen as to the title of a piece of prop-
. er~ty of which Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson died s.eized 
page 100 .~ and possessed and that you desired the Court t~ · 
direct you as to the disposition of that piece of ' 
real estate. Who raised the objection to the title of the lo_t 
that had been sold in Richmond f 
A. It was raised by myself really. The reason was· this : I 
had begun to think a bout the taxes which had to be paid ·by 
the vVius .. Wilson estate, mo.st of which were assessed against 
that estate because of the interest of Wins Wilson's estate 
in the Knox Wilson·cstate and I was seeking someway where.· 
· by the postponement of those taxes which we would have to 
pay on account of the interest that vYins Wilson had in the 
Knox "Wilson estate could. be had until the Wins Wilson es-
tate or his beneficiaries could come in possession of it. At.· 
{hat time I began to discuss tl1e matter with different ones 
and they seemed to think there was some question about the 
-intent of the will and I took it up with the Revenue Depart;. 
ment here and the _only information I. could get w~s that if 
the vVins Wilson estate had any interest in it, it would have 
to be included in the tax return and the tax apportioned ac-
cordii1g·ly. Then after I took it up with the Commissioner of 
J nternal Revenue in W ashing·ton, there was such a serious 
question about it that when I got an offer for this lot I told 
the people who made 'the offer that there was possibly some 
question about it and that a suit would have to be brought 
mid I would rather wait and let the Court pass on it before 
makimr any conveyance to them. 
page 101 ~ Q. Who examined the title to the lot for the 
prosepective purchaser¥ 
A. The title wasn't examined. 
Q. Not examin~d at all? 
A. No. We never sig11ed any contract. I p:ot the offer 
but I never accepted it. _ \ . 
Q. Prior to that time you,had conveyed 819 West Grace. 
Street, had you not? 
I, 
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.A. Yes .. 
Q. Y 9u had also conveyed the property over in Chester-
field Y · 
.A. No. 
Q. '\Vho conveyed that property f 
.A. Th~ ·pr9perty in Chesterfield was conveyed by Mr. "\Vinf,; 
Wilson: . · · 
I Q. You were his lawyer, were you not? 
.A. Yes, I represented the estate but I did not examine the 
title or pass on the title. That was done for the purchase1· 
by Mr. J. Norman Bowen. 
Q. Following the death of Mr. N ove1 Knox Wilson was 
there any estate tax paid to the Federal GovernmenU 
.A. Yes. It was $4,972.69. 
Q. Then the Norvel Knox '\Vilson estate had paid its estate 
taxT 
page 102 ~ .A. That is right. 
Q. Why should it be assessed the second time 
for an estate tax¥ 
A. The interest of Wins Wilson's estate in the Knox Wil-
son estate had to be taxed because it had been more than five 
years since the Federal Estate Tax on the Knox Wilson es-
tate had been paid. If Mr. Wins Wilson had died within a 
five-year period, from my understanding of the law, there 
would not have been any more Federal Estate Tax on it but be 
lived five years and six months to the day and, of course, the 
· Federal Estate Tax we are talking about now is the one that 
was being assessed ag·ainst the '\Vins '\Vilson estate. 
Q. Was an inheritance tax paid on the Norvel Knox \Vil-
son estate? 
A. Yes. 
Q. To the State of Virginia Y 
A. Yes. . 
Q. As I understand 'from you, you did not know that Mr. 
N orvel Knox Wilson had m1v brothers or sisters until the 
death of Mrs. Hamberlin f • 
A. Yes, I lmew he had Wins. 
Q. That was the only one? 
· A. He is the only one I knew of. 
Q. Did'n 't yon know Mr. Ernst Wilson lived on the adjoin-
ing place in Hanover to Mr. Norvel Knox.Wilson? 
A. I never heard of it. 
page 103 ~ Q. Didn't they ride the train in every day to-
gether from 1909 or 'IO until the time of the <lea th 
of l\fr. T~rnst Wilson in 1919 Y 
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4.\.. I don't remember seeing anybody riding the train with 
M,.-. Knox -,\1 ilson. Like I said, my :first recollection of it 
wa8 the year I went to Atlee High School and we would get 
off the train; a bunch of us together, going down to the High 
School at East Atlee station. At that time a whole bunch of 
peopie were riding from East Atlee. Mr. Knox Wilson was 
among· th.em'. At that time it was a train that used to leave 
Richmond earlier in tl1e afternoon than the· local that the 
· school children rode and most of the time Mr. "Wilson would 
ride that, but sometimes he would ride what we called the 
five-fifteen which we boarded at East Atlee going home. If 
anyone else was riding· with Mr. Knox ,vnson I didn't know 
it. I didn't recognize him and perhaps the reason I remem ... 
ber Mr. Knox ,vilson so much was that he was continually 
riding on there until his death practically. 
Q. At the death of I\Irs. Hamberlin tbe paper which was 
drawn by her and ~fterwards declared not to be a will pro- · 
vi~1ed for the disposition of her property i 
A. It did. 
Q. And in that paper was the disposition of 819 West. 
Grace Street 1 
page 104 ~ A. Yes. 
Q. That was to go to Mr. N orvel Knox ,vnson Y 
A. That is right. 
Q. Did not all the brothers and sisters and in-laws and· 
nieces and nephews· of Mrs. Lillie ·Hamberlain sign a deed' 
conveying their interest to Mr. Norvel Knox Wilson Y 
A. On June 27, 1936, I prepared such a deed and if was 
executed by all. 
Q. Have you the names there 1 
A. Yes. 
Q. ·would you read that into the record? 
A. The deed is dated the ·27th day of June, 1938, between 
Kurtz Wilson and Martha Stuart Wilson, his wife, Daisy 
·wnson Keen, widow, ·wins F. Wilson and Sophie Hodgkin 
\\1ilson, his wife, A. Hamilton Wilson and Isabel :Murphy Wil-
son, his wife, Margaret EderltJn Wilson, unmarried, El~za-
beth Wilson Disney and .J. Louis Disney, her husband, Ernst 
·wilson., unmanied, Clara vVilson Eck and Paul E. Eck, her 
husband, Littell ,vilson and Lillian. Campbell Wilson, his' 
wife, as parties of the first part, conveying· to N. Knox Wil-
son, party of the ~econd pa rt. 
Q. Littell ·wilson, who was the son of Ernst Wilson, has 
since then ,died, or do you know thaU . 
I . _, 
·~ ~~P~~eµi~ Cou~t ~f Appea.ls of ·vi~giiiia. 
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·: ,·.' ... , .. \ 
A. N~ l 40 not. ~fr. Er.nst Wilson, Jr., sqµ of. :mrnst Wil-
son, diea since. ' I. 
·' ·· ·. ' Q. You are correct. 
P;~~~ lQ§ ~ 4. Li'.tte1l is . a '_p"a1:ty to this sµit. . 
• •
0
• , · · · , Q. At th~ beg1~D:mg· of your _ te~t1~0~1y ·y~u 
~f.t,ite4 th~t t~~ was , pr~~p~ct~ve pur~haser .of ~ lot des1?-P~f~q ,~ pa~ce~ {p} pi tlie pill compla~~1t w~ch ~!ls ~efi m 
tlitir~~~l e~tate ·of w'.luch 1\ifr. ~.~rvel. ~~ox.Wilson d1~d ~~I~~cl hW4 Pio~~~~s~d. Would you ~md g1vmg us the name of that 
P.f9spe~ti~e pur~~aser f . · 
• 
1
.A. l h.av~n't ~t. lt ~as·~~ offo1'. macle by real estate peopl(l 
over in 8011th Richmond. · 
'\·'(t 1fiiezj was tliat made 1 4. l h~ven;t the date. ·tliey called me up one time abou1 
it and tlien afterwarcls they wrote me a letter making be an 
dff~r- l qon 't h~ve the lett~r. with m~.. . . 
111Q. ll]. t4~ .bill 0£ compl~~~t broug·ht by you as sub~tit~te 
trustee· that- 1s the only reason set forth by you for brmgmg 
this suit for a construction. of the will of Norvel Knox Wil-
~ml· Isn't t9at corr~ct? . 
. !A.. No, it is not. 
Q. What other reason T 
.a. The main reasoi1 was to deterrnine whom the estate 
weilt to' s·o we. would know whether 'or· not ·to include it in the 
~~9er~l -3:n .. q ~nbe.·r~ta~1ce l~_x re_ tm:ns of Wins_. F. Wiison .. 
1 1 
· Sl· I~ mep.tion mud~ of tliat fact m the pleadmg·s f 
A. It is~ Parag~·aph 7 of the hill of complaint mentions 
~ that fact. 
page 106 ~ Q. Then there was a dual purpose in bringing 
· the suit. One was to construe the will and de-
termine who the heirs ,vere and-the other, upon the determina-
tion of the heirs of ~o~·~el I~nox Wilson, whether or not it 
was E;ul:>ject to the Federal Estate Taxi 
vi:&. No, it wasn't brougl1t't<;> determine who the heirs were. J~ lw_~w_. ·w_,.h~ the ~eirs''Yere_ =·. It was to determine who were 
~tW pep~ti~iar1~s ~nc1er ius ~n. . 
4,nd further this deponent saith not; signature waived. 
,!, :, ·;. • • 1 • , •• , 
, l\fr. W~~~rstcin: C~up~~l f ~r Elizabeth Disne~, et aJ., re-
~~ftye·dt~~ r~ght to p~t ?~ ev:~4~~e:e should they feel it advisable 
so O o. . 
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page l~ ~ EXl!Il3l'l', RP';r.U ~ANNlDR Wl~SQN NO. l. 
THIS DEEP 1\UDE THIS 13t,h day of March., 1944, -by 
and 'betweeh Rutli' Tanner Wil'son; wtdciw, 'party of the -~tat 
part, anff llarbld· Q.: Bentley'. arid' Cathei'ine L~ ·Bentley; ~us.!. 
band and wife· is tenknts· by the- entireties· with'· the1 ·right of 
:Survivorshi_p 'as at common law~'parties· of ;the· second part:' ' 
• • • • I; ,' • ·,'' • • • , ," • ' • ~ • ;, I ' - .. • ,,°,; 
WITN]J$SET~: r_rlu~,t for auq i~ con~idera:ti~~ ~~ ~]:ie 
payme~t o{ Eleven Tl~ousancl ·($.H,@O..Q9) l)oll~rs, ~.ec{}.ipt 91 
wµich is hereby aclmowledged, H1e said par~Y <;>~ t~e fir~t Pf:l!'t 
doth hereby ·grant and co~yey· unto t];ie said p~rtie~ ·Qf ,-t4~ --· 
seco~~ })art 1Vit~1 Q-:m:N~~4~ W Al{~,-4:wr.r th~ f o~\o~g ~a-
scribed real e1?t~te, to-wit: · 
All that certain piece or parcel of land with all impr~ve-
ments thereon and all appud~nances t'h~reto b~lorigiiig; '1~11g 
.nnd beiiig· in; Herirf Magisteriaf'District,' Eanover 1 County; 
Virginia, containing· 20 acres'/ more or less,:· bounded on 'the 
north by the road leading from the Methodist Parsonage 
. corner to Ole\ At.le~; on tb~ east by the road leading from 
Mechanicsville to Hanover Court House ; on the South by 
the property formerly owned by W. J. Isbell and 'l'homas 
Lowry; and on the West by the land now···or formerly 1of 
Thomas Lowry. 
Being the same land conveyed to Ruth Tanner W'ilson by 
deed from ·wins F. Wilson, Executor and Trustee tinder the 
Will of N. Knox ·wnson, deceased, recorded in W. B. 5,'page 
129, in the Clerk's Office of the Circuit Court of Hanover · 
C~u~ty :ajld :Wins F. ~:il~6~; :~nditiduall~,'m~d S~V~ie ~-
"\Y~lson, h~~ w1f e, b_r ~eed da1ec1 O~to.be_i; 1~ -1939; ·and re~t,rqed 
October 21, 1~38, m D~ B. llO, page 109·; ui tb'e ·Qlerk's ·office 
of the Circ'!)it' 9outt of Hano-yer 9ch~~1tr. 4:~s~ b)eing the S8:II]~ 
land conveyed to N. Knox·W!lsqn by two d·eeqs, one from Will:. 
limn P~ l\fathews and 'wife to N. Knox Wilson; dated Febr~~ry. 
page 108 } ( Omitted because duplicafocl.-Clerk.) 
1, 1915, and recorded February 8, 1915. in· 
page 109 } D. B .. 61 at page 117 in the aforesaid Clerk's 
Office.; which Deed conveyed 10 acres, said 10 
ar_~es ~ein~ also ·qescri~ed''6n a plat ··~eco~ded with· a.; ·d~eq 
fforil William :.L Isbell to 1\.fargaret ·Gray' and Harr1et B: (hay 
r 
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in Plat Book 41 page 63, Plat No. 3 in the aforesaid Clerk's 
Office; and the other from Cornelia McFarland and husband 
to N. Knox Wilson, dated April 12, 1915, and recorded April 
20, 1915, in D. B. 61, page 305, in the aforesaid Clerk's Oftice, 
which deed also conveys 10 acres according to a Plat recorded 
with ·said Deed, in, Plat Book 6, at page 43, Plat No. B in the 
aforesaid Clerk's Office, to which Deed and. Plats reference· 
is hereby made for a more particular description. 
Sarah B. Wilson and Lily Wilson Hamberlin having pre-
deceased the said N. Knox Wilson, and therefore· having' been 
<lead at the time of the execution of the deed from Wins F ~ 
Wilson as Executor and Trustee and individually and Sophie 
H. Wilson, his wife, to Ruth Tanner Wilson~ 
' The said party of the first part covenants that she has the 
right to convey the said land to the g1~antees; that she has. 
done no act to encumber the same; that grantees shall have 
quiet possession of the said land free from all encumbrances., 
and that she, the said party of .the first part, will execute such 
further assurances of the said land as may be requisite. 
Witness the following signature and seal. 
RUTH T. "TILSON .... ~ (Seal) 
I. R. S. $12.10 .. 
State ·of Virginia, 
City of Richi;nond, to-wit:-
I, Oliver E. Schmidt, a Notary Public in arid for the City 
aforesaid, in the State of Virginia, do certify that Ruth Tan-
ner Wilson, whose name is signed to the foregoing writing~ 
bearing date March 1,3, 1944, has acknowledged 
page 110 ~ the same'before me in my City aforesaid. 
1944. 
Given under my hand this 13th. day of lVIarch. 
My commission expires the 18th day of Febr~ary, 1947. 
OLIVER E. SCHMIDT 
Notary Pµ blic 
This Deed was presented in the Clerk's Office of the Cir-
cuit Court of Hanover County, Va., on the 15th day of March, 
_.,..·,· 
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.1944, and with Certificate annexed admitted to record at 11 
0 'clock A. M. · 
Teste: 
CLARENCE W. TAYLOR., Clerk. 
A Copy-Teste: 
C. W. TAYLOR, Clerk. 
1948-January 24, 
. Received under seal and filed. 
Teste: 
C. W. TAYLOR, Clerk. 
By-F. A. TAYLOR, D. C. 
page 111 ~ Upon another day, to-wit: October 12, 1948. 
FINAL DECREE. 
This cause came on this day to be heard on the papers 
formerly read, on the stipulation of facts herein filed and 
dated December 11, 1947, between the complainant and re-
spect~ve counsel fol' the defendants Ruth Tanner Wilsen~ 
Sophie H. ·wnson, Elizabeth: Wilson Disney, Littell Wilson 
Clara Wilson Eck and Clara Fox Wilson, on the de.positions 
of Ruth Tanner Wilson, H. D. Faison and ,J. L. Landram, 
and the Exhibit filed therewith,, which depositions and Ex-
hibit are now made a part of the record in this cause, and 
was argued by counsel. 
Upon consideration whereof, the Court is of Opinion. thai, 
upon the death of Norvel Knox Wilson, his mother, Sara.h 
B. Wilson and sister, Lily "\Vilson Hamberlin having· pre .. · 
deceased him, his will provided for and created a tenancy 
for life in all his estate in bis widow, the respondent, Ruth 
Tanner Wilson, and an indefeasible vested remainder in f ec 
Rimple in the whole in his brother Wins F. Wilson, and that, 
upon the death of "\Vins F. ·wilson, such remainder passed 
pursuant to the provisions of the will of the latter to, and 
i~ now vested in, the respondent, Sophie H. ·wilson, and the 
Court doth so adjudge, order and decree; and it is accord"'.' 
ingly further ordered that the cross-bill of the respondents; 
) \ 
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Elizabeth Wilson Disney, Littell Wilson, Clara Wilson Eck 
and Clara Fox Wilson be and it is dismissed, to which action 
of the Court and its action in so construing the will of Norvel 
Knox Wilson, such respondents, by their Counsel, now ex-
cept. 
page 112 ~ And it appearing that Wins F. ·wnson as Ex-
ecutor of and Trustee under the will of Norvel 
Knox Wilson, and the complainant as substituted Trustee un-
der such will, each joined in conveyance of certain real prop-
~rty· forming a part of the estate of Norvel Knox ·wnson, 
their actions in so doing are hel'eby approved and con-
firmed. -
The Court considering that the Co:qiplainant should be al-
lowed compensation for the legal services rendered by him 
in instituting and conducting this suit, and that the sum of 
Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) is the reasonable value of 
those services, it is further ordered that the Complainant is 
hereby authorized to pay to himself, as his compensation for 
s_uch services, the sum of Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00), 
such payment to be made from, and char~g·ed against the. prin-
cipal of the funds in his hands as substituted trustee under 
the will of Norvell Knox ,vnson; and the Complainant is di-
rected to pay all other proper costs incurred in the conduct 
of this suit from the principal of such funds. · 
And counsel for Elizabeth Wilson Disney, Littell "\Vilson, 
Olara Wilson Eck and Clara Fox Wilson having· signified 
, the.ir intention to apply for an appeal from this Decree, it is 
ORDERED that its operation be suspended for a period of 
llin~ty (90) days from the date hereof, upon any of such par-
ties. 'entering into bond in the penalty of 'l'wo Hundred and 
Fifty Dollars ($250.00), conditioned according -to law and 
-upQn security approved by the Clerk of this Court., within 
thirty ( 30) days from this date. 
Enter: 
LEON 1VI. BAZILE, Judge. 
page 113 ~ NOTICE TO APPLY FOR. TRANSCRIPT OF 
· RECORD. 
'rake. notice, witl1 a view of appealing from the final decree · 
0l\tered on the 12th day of October, 1948, in the above en ... 
titled cause, we. intend tQ apply to Clarence W. Taylor, Clerk 
of the Circuit Court of Hanover County, Virginia, on the 30th 
day of October, 1948, at. 9 :00 0 'clock a. m. for a transcript 
\ 
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of the record, or so much of the case wherein the judgment; 
decree or order is, as will enable the Supreme Court of Ap-
peals of Virginia, to whom the petition for:.·appeal is to be 
presented, to properly decide such petition and enable the 
Court, if the petition is granted, to properly decide the queg.;. 
tions that may arise before it. 
Given under our hands this 1'9th day of October, 1948. 
CALDOM B. JONES 
J.110TON L. WALLERSTEIN 
Counsel for Elizabeth T. Disney, Lit-
tell Wilson, Clara Wilson Eck and 
Clara Fox Wilson 
Legal service of the ab_ove notice is hereby accepted. 
J. L. LANDRAM 
Counsel for J. L. Landram., Substi-
tuted. Trustee 
WILLIAM H. KING 
Counsel for Sophie H. Wilson 
ROBERT G. CABELL I 
Counsel for Ruth Tanner Wilson 
page 114 ~ Executed this-20th day of October-1948, in 
the City of Richmond, Va., by delivering a copy 
of the within notice to Mrs. Frances Wilson Dowdey. . 
Not finding Mrs. Daisy Wilson Keen at her usual place of 
n bode, executed in the City of Richmond, Va., October 20th, 
1948, a·t her residence 2707 West Grace Street, that being 
her usual place of abode, by delivering· a copy of within no-
tice to her daughter ( Mrs. Virginia Moody) a member of her 
family over the age of sixteen years, and explaining purpo:r;t 
of some to her. 
Fee $1.50 
Paid. 
,J. HERBERT MERCER, 
Sheriff of the City of Rich-
mond, Va. 
By A. D. WREN_ 
Deputy Sheriff 
.r-~. 
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State of Virginia, J 
County· of Hanover, to-wit: 
r , • 
. . 
I, Clarence. W. Taylor, Clerk of the Circuit Court of Han-
over County, Virginia., do hereby certify that the foregoing 
· is a correct copy of that portion ·of the reco-rd directed to he. 
copied in the. Chancery Cause of J. L. Landram, Substituted. 
Trustee v. Ruth Tanner Wilson, et als., which was submitted 
to the presiding Judge and copied herewith in accordance-
with his directions. 
And I do further certify that a notice of the intention of 
the said Elizabeth T. Disney, et als., defendants, to apply for 
a transcript of the record in said cause, was duly given to 
the .opposite parties through their respective counsel and to 
other opposite parties, residents of Virginia, not represented 
by counsel. 
C. W. TAYLOR, 
Clerk of the Circuit Court of Hanover-
County. 
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In the Circuit Court for Hanover County. 
tl~ L. Landram, Substituted Trustee under the will of N orveI 
Knox Wilson, deceased, · 
'Or 
Hut4 Tanner Wilson, et ~ls, 
I, C. W. Taylor, Clerk oi the Circuit Court for Hanover 
County do hereby certify that the suspending bond req1iired 
by the decree of the Circuit Court entered in the above styled 
cause on the 12th day of October, 1948, for Two Hundred and 
Fifty Dollars has been duly executed. 
Given under my hand this 23rd day of October., 1948. . 
C. W. TAYLOR, Clerk .. 
.A Copy-Teste : 
M. B. WATTS, C. C. 
,, 
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